Money, Men, and Commitments. European opinions on American troop withdrawals under Nixon. by Stee, Hubrecht Johannis Dingeman van
H.J.D.	  van	  Stee	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
Money,	  	  
Men,	  	  
and	  Commitments.	  	  
	  
	   European	  opinions	  on	  American	  troop	  withdrawals	  under	  Nixon.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   1	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Master	  Thesis	  H.J.D.	  (Hubrecht)	  van	  Stee	  Student	  Number	  s0519154	  	  Written	  as	  final	  document	  for	  the	  Master:	  “Political	  Culture	  and	  National	  Identities”	  in	  the	  discipline	  of	  History.	  	  Written	  under	  the	  supervision	  of	  prof.	  dr.	  G.	  P.	  (Giles)	  Scott-­‐Smith.	  	  Universiteit	  Leiden	  	  Amsterdam,	  January	  15,	  2015.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  
	   2	  
Contents.	  
	  
Introduction.......................................................................................................................................................... 4	  
Literature	  Survey ............................................................................................................................................... 9	  
1.	  The	  Background	  to	  the	  Debate ..............................................................................................................22	  
Troop	  deployments	  and	  strategy	  under	  Kennedy	  and	  Johnson....................................22	  
The	  wider	  context	  of	  Détente .......................................................................................................24	  
The	  economic	  situation ...................................................................................................................28	  
The	  Vietnam	  War ...............................................................................................................................30	  
2.	  New	  men	  in	  power......................................................................................................................................33	  
Changes	  with	  the	  presidency	  of	  Nixon .....................................................................................34	  
Developments	  during	  the	  Presidency	  of	  Nixon ....................................................................37	  	  
Composition	  of	  Congress................................................................................................................39	  
The	  powers	  of	  the	  Legislative	  and	  the	  Executive.................................................................40	  
3.	  European	  opinions	  on	  American	  troop	  deployments. ................................................................43	  
The	  United	  States	  Information	  Agency.....................................................................................43	  
The	  German	  opinions	  in	  the	  USIA	  reports ..............................................................................45	  
Other	  countries	  in	  the	  USIA	  reports ..........................................................................................50	  
Sources	  on	  European	  opinions	  other	  than	  the	  USIA	  reports..........................................54	  
	   3	  
4.	  The	  influence	  of	  European	  opinions	  on	  the	  Executive	  branch ................................................57	  
What	  was	  the	  role	  of	  the	  USIA	  in	  policy-­‐making?................................................................57	  
How	  did	  the	  European	  opinions	  influence	  the	  policy-­‐making?	  ....................................59	  
5.	  The	  influence	  of	  European	  opinions	  on	  the	  Legislative	  branch..............................................63	  
Prior	  to	  the	  Mansfield	  amendments ..........................................................................................64	  
The	  first	  Mansfield	  amendment ..................................................................................................65	  
The	  second	  Mansfield	  amendment ............................................................................................68	  
Conclusion ...........................................................................................................................................................72	  
Literature.............................................................................................................................................................77	  
Other	  Sources.....................................................................................................................................................81	  	   	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   4	  
Introduction.	  	  Already	  in	  the	  late	  1960’s,	  Détente	  was	  on	  its	  way.	  The	  Nuclear	  Non-­‐Proliferation	  Treaty	  was	  signed,	  and	  a	  direct	  telephone	  line	  was	  put	  in	  place	  between	  the	  Kremlin	  and	  the	  White	  House.	  The	  threat	  from	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  towards	  Europe	  was	  in	  fact	  said	  to	  be	  declining.	  Nevertheless,	  there	  were	  still	  several	  hundreds	  of	  thousands	  American	  troops	  deployed	   in	   Europe	   at	   that	   time.	   These	   American	   troops	   in	   Europe	   have	   a	   history	   of	  their	  own,	  however.	  Soon	  after	  Nazi	  Germany	  was	  defeated,	  the	  American	  troop	  strength	  was	  scaled	  down	  fast,	  from	  almost	  2.7	  million	  men	  in	  1945	  to	  just	  under	  100,000	  men	  in	  1950.	   Around	   1950,	   the	   first	   questions	   were	   asked	   about	   the	   nature	   of	   the	   troop	  strength	   in	   Europe;	   was	   it	   going	   to	   end	   or	   would	   the	   troop	   strength	   be	   of	   a	   more	  permanent	   nature?	   	   Thereafter,	   the	   figures	   rose	   again	   to	   reach	   a	   number	   of	   between	  200,000	  and	  350,000	  from	  1952	  all	  the	  way	  trough	  to	  the	  end	  of	  the	  Cold	  War.	  	  With	  Détente,	  there	  was	  less	  justification	  for	  such	  high	  numbers	  of	  men	  deployed	  on	  the	  continent	  because	  Détente	  meant	   the	  relaxation	  of	   tensions	  between	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  and	  the	  United	  States.	  At	  this	  time,	  there	  was	  also	  debate	  as	  to	  how	  necessary	  the	  alliance	  was,	  or,	  as	  Lundestad	  puts	   it:	   the	  allies	  might	  conclude	  that	   they	  did	  not	  need	  each	  other	  that	  much	  anymore.1	  In	  the	  same	  period,	  the	  United	  States	  had	  to	  cope	  with	  a	  deteriorating	   economic	   position	   vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  Western	   Europe,	   and	   this	   combination	   gave	  room	  for	  critique.	  But	  the	  call	  for	  reduction	  of	  the	  troops	  in	  Europe	  was	  almost	  as	  old	  as	  the	  troop	  presence	  in	  Europe	  was	  in	  itself.	  Right	  after	  the	  end	  of	  the	  Second	  World	  War,	  it	  was	  the	  belief	  that	  the	  American	  troop	  presence	  in	  Europe	  was	  of	  a	  temporary	  nature	  instead	   of	   a	   permanent	   one,	   and	   during	   the	   Presidency	   of	  Nixon,	   those	   complains	   re-­‐emerged.	  	  In	   the	   debates	   that	  were	   to	   follow	  during	   the	   presidency	   of	  Nixon,	   the	   view	  of	  Eisenhower	  was	   frequently	   used;	   his	   view	  was	   that	   the	   stationing	   of	   American	   forces	  was	  a	  temporary	  expedient.2	  Eisenhower’s	  vision	  was	  used	  to	  justify	  the	  calls	  for	  troop	  withdrawals	  in	  the	  1970’s,	  but	  Eisenhower’s	  opinion	  towards	  the	  troops	  in	  Europe	  is	  not	  as	  simple	  as	  just	  that.	  He	  says	  for	  instance	  that:	  “While	  it	  is	  true	  that	  the	  semi-­permanent	  
presence	   of	   United	   States	   Forces	   (of	   any	   kind)	   in	   foreign	   lands	   is	   an	   irritant,	   any	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  Lundestad,	  G.,	  The	  United	  States	  and	  Western	  Europe	  Since	  1945,	  From	  “Empire”	  by	  
Invitation	  to	  Transatlantic	  Drift,	  169.	  	  2	  Zimmermann,	  H.,	  The	  Improbable	  Permanence	  of	  a	  Commitment:	  America’s	  Troop	  
Presence	  in	  Europe	  during	  the	  Cold	  War,	  9-­‐10.	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withdrawal	   that	   seemed	   to	   imply	   a	   change	   in	   basic	   intent	   would	   cause	   real	   turmoil	  
abroad.”3	  Even	  if	  this	  statement	  was	  influenced	  by	  the	  connection	  with	  the	  situation	  in	  Korea	  which	  was	  present	   at	   that	   time,	  Eisenhower	  was	   still	   clearly	   aware	  of	   the	   risks	  that	  would	  accompany	  troop	  withdrawals	  from	  Europe.	  But	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  he	  said	  that:	   “In	  Europe	  and	   in	   the	  United	  States	   it	  was	   felt	   that	  we	  should,	   in	  all	   services,	  effect	  
some	   savings	   in	   number	   of	   individuals,	   especially	   in	   overhead	  and	   supporting	   units.	   The	  
reduction	  of	  divisions	  in	  Europe	  should	  be	  constantly	  studied;	  but	  the	  State	  Department	  is	  
to	  explore	  matter	  with	  Allies.”4	  So	  clearly,	  he	  understood	  the	  difficulties	  of	  withdrawing	  troops	   from	  Europe,	  but	  nevertheless	  he	   saw	   the	  urge	   to	  withdraw	  when	   it	   became	  a	  viable	  option.	  	  When	   the	   debate	   finally	   broke	   loose,	   one	   man	   stood	   out	   as	   leader	   of	   the	  opposition	   to	   the	   American	   troop	   strength	   in	   Europe,	   and	   that	   was	   Senator	   Mike	  Mansfield.	   Already	   in	   1966,	   a	   resolution	   was	   introduced	   in	   the	   Senate	   under	   his	  sponsorship,	   which	   favoured	   significant	   troop	   reductions	   in	   Europe.5	   Under	   the	  Presidency	   of	   Nixon,	   Mansfield	   introduced	   more	   resolutions	   and	   amendments	   in	   the	  Senate,	  and	  this	  was	  the	  time	  when	  the	  debate	  on	  this	  matter	  between	  the	  Executive	  and	  the	  Legislative	  reached	  a	  high	  point.	  The	  main	  goal	  here	  is	  to	  assess	  how	  European	  opinions	  were	  taken	  into	  account	  during	  the	  debates	  around	  possible	  troop	  withdrawals	  from	  Europe.	  The	  main	  question	  asked	  therefore,	  is	  how	  European	  opinions	  influenced	  American	  policy	  making	  in	  troop	  withdrawals	  during	  the	  Presidency	  of	  Nixon.	  The	  first	  thing	  to	  do	  before	  assessing	  this	  question	   is	   to	   provide	   for	   a	   solid	   background	   of	   information	   on	   how	   the	   situation	   of	  possible	  troop	  withdrawals	  came	  into	  being	  since	  the	  end	  of	  the	  Second	  World	  War.	  	  The	   next	   thing	   to	   assess	   is	   what	   changed	   with	   the	   Presidency	   of	   Nixon.	   It	   is	  therefore	  necessary	  to	  construct	  a	  clear	  picture	  of	  how	  the	  system	  of	  policy-­‐making	  was	  constitutionally	  regulated.	  From	  that	  point	  onwards,	  it	  can	  be	  assessed	  how	  policy	  was	  
de	   facto	  made.	   It	   is	   known	   that	  when	  Nixon	   came	   to	   the	  White	   House,	   changes	  were	  made	  in	  order	  to	  achieve	  a	  more	  efficient	  pursuit	  of	  policy.	  Beyond	  that,	  attention	  shall	  be	   given	   on	   composition	   of	   Congress,	   because	   this	   could	   have	   influenced	   the	   debate	  between	  Congress	  and	  the	  Executive.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3	  Memorandum	  by	  the	  President	  to	  the	  Secretary	  of	  State,	  Denver,	  September	  8,	  1953.	  	  4	  Memorandum	  for	  the	  Record	  by	  the	  President,	  November	  11,	  1953.	  5	  Zimmermann,	  H.,	  The	  Improbable	  Permanence,	  16.	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Before	  assessing	  how	  the	  European	  opinions	  were	  taken	  into	  account,	  it	  shall	  be	  assessed	   in	   what	   ways	   information	   about	   the	   European	   opinion	   on	   this	   topic	   was	  available	  at	  the	  moment.	  The	  United	  States	  Information	  Agency	  (USIA)	  produced	  reports	  during	   this	   period	   on	   how	   the	   American	   involvement	   was	   perceived	   in	   different	  European	  countries.	  The	  goal	  of	  the	  third	  chapter	  is	  to	  reveal	  in	  what	  degree	  information	  about	   the	   European	   opinion	   was	   available.	   The	   USIA	   reports	   can	   serve	   as	   a	   good	  example,	  but	  where	  possible,	  other	  sources	  will	  be	  used	  as	  well.	  	  The	   final	   parts	   of	   this	   thesis	   shall	   deal	   with	   how	   the	   European	   opinions	   were	  taken	   into	   account	   by	   the	   Executive	   and	   the	   Legislative	   branch.	   The	   basic	   opposite	  stances	   of	   Congress	   and	   the	   President	   are	   shown	   by	   a	   conversation	   between	   Nixon,	  Kissinger,	  and	  the	  French	  President	  Pompidou:	  	  	  	   “President	  Pompidou:	  I	  do	  not	  think	  the	  U.S.	  can	  afford	  to	  leave	  Europe.	  You	  can	  
pull	  out	  10,000	  or	  20,000	  GIs;	  this	  will	  not	  matter.	  It	  will	  be	  a	  token.	  It	  will	  impress	  some	  
and	  worry	  some.”	  	  “Dr.	  Kissinger:	  The	  President	  has	  said	  he	  does	  not	  want	  to	  withdraw	  more	  than	  
10,000	  to	  20,000,	  but	  unless	  we	  make	  an	  enormous	  effort,	  Congress	  will	  want	  to	  legislate	  
the	  withdrawal	  of	  75,000	  to	  100,000	  men	  by	  September	  or	  October.”	  	  “President	  Nixon:	  I	  keep	  dangling	  this	  in	  front	  of	  Congress	  to	  keep	  them	  from	  
cutting	  funds.	  Yet	  I	  have	  seen	  no	  plan	  that	  is	  satisfactory.”6	  	  
	   That	  the	  European	  opinions	  on	  this	  matter	  were	  of	  significance	  to	  the	  President,	  is	  shown	  by	  the	  following:	  	  	  	   “President	  Nixon:	  The	  key	  to	  what	  we	  do	  is	  what	  effect	  does	  it	  have	  on	  Germany.	  
Isn't	  it	  possible	  that	  reductions	  could	  result	  in	  the	  opposite	  reaction	  by	  the	  Germans?	  Some	  
Europeans	  would	  think	  to	  move	  toward	  the	  Russians	  because	  they	  are	  uneasy	  about	  
more	  US	  reductions.	  Will	  we	  reassure	  them	  if	  we	  retain	  our	  forces,	  or	  will	  we	  shock	  them	  
into	  doing	  more	  by	  reducing	  ourselves?”7	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  6	  Memorandum	  of	  Conversation,	  Reykjavik,	  May	  31,	  1973,	  10:15	  a.m.–12:45	  p.m.	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  The	  research	  questions	  shall	  then	  be	  as	  follows:	  	  
To	  what	  extent	  and	  how	  were	  European	  opinions	  taken	  in	  to	  account	  in	  
the	  debates	  on	  troop	  withdrawals	  from	  Europe	  during	  the	  Presidency	  of	  
Nixon?	  	  	  1. What	  was	   the	   background	   to	   the	   debates	   on	   possible	   troop	  withdrawals	   in	  Europe?	  2. What	   changed	   when	   Nixon	   came	   to	   the	   White	   House,	   and	   what	   changes	  occurred	  under	  his	  presidency?	  3. How	  was	   European	   public	   opinion	   towards	   the	  matter	   and	   in	   what	   degree	  was	  this	  available	  to	  the	  American	  government?	  4. In	  the	  debate	  between	  the	  Executive	  and	  the	  Legislative	  branch,	  how	  was	  the	  Executive	  influenced	  by	  the	  European	  opinions	  on	  this	  matter?	  	  5. In	  the	  debate	  between	  the	  Executive	  and	  the	  Legislative	  branch,	  how	  was	  the	  Legislative	  branch	  influenced	  by	  the	  European	  opinions	  on	  this	  matter?	  	  	  	  For	  the	  first	  two	  parts,	  primarily	  secondary	  literature	  shall	  be	  used.	  For	  the	  remaining	  three	  parts,	  primarily	  primary	  sources	   shall	  be	  used.	  Enough	   literature	   is	  available	  on	  the	   Cold	  War	   in	   general,	   the	   Era	   of	   Détente,	   and	   of	   the	   various	   Presidencies.	   For	   the	  primary	  sources,	  the	  public	  papers	  of	  the	  Presidents	  of	  the	  United	  States	  provide	  a	  good	  starting	   point	   for	   constructing	   an	   image	   of	   the	   views	   the	   administration	   and	   the	  Presidents	   held.	   In	   this,	   it	   should	   be	   taken	   into	   account	   however,	   that	  much	   of	   these	  sources	  were	  directed	  at	  a	  specific	  audience,	  be	  it	  Congress	  or	  the	  public.	  Therefore,	  they	  cannot	  be	  held	  completely	  representative	  of	  the	  views,	  but	  in	  combination	  with	  memo’s	  and	  presidential	  correspondences,	  it	  should	  be	  possible	  to	  construct	  an	  accurate	  image.	  For	  the	  views	  Congress	  held,	  the	  Congressional	  Records	  will	  be	  used	  because	  they	  give	  a	  day-­‐to-­‐day	   insight	   in	   the	   way	   Congress	   came	   to	   a	   certain	   vote.	   The	   United	   States	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  7	  Minutes	  of	  a	  National	  Security	  Council	  Meeting,	  Washington,	  November	  19,	  1970,	  10	  a.m.	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Information	  Agency	  produced	  a	  body	  of	  surveys	  in	  European	  countries	  in	  the	  1970’s	  on	  public	   opinion	   towards	   the	   United	   States	   in	   general,	   and	   also	   in	   the	   specific	   topic	   of	  troop	  withdrawals.	  Those	  surveys	  will	  hopefully	  be	  a	  useful	  starting	  point	  for	  assessing	  the	  influence	  of	  European	  opinions	  on	  the	  policy-­‐making	  in	  the	  United	  States.	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Literature	  Survey.	  	  	   The	   study	   on	   American	   troop	   withdrawals	   from	   Europe	   during	   the	   Cold	  War,	  deals	  with	  a	   topic	   that	   is	  multifaceted.	  This	   is	   so	  because	   it	   interacts	  with	  an	  array	  of	  different	   objects	   of	   study,	   and	   cannot	   be	   seen	   independently	   from	   these.	   This	   implies	  that,	   in	  theory,	  all	   literature	  on	  related	  topics	  such	  as	  Détente	   in	  general,	   the	  post-­‐war	  economy,	   transatlantic	   relations,	   or	   global	   political	   strategy,	   is	   of	   significance.	   To	   use	  and	   describe	   all	   this	   literature	   however	   would	   be	   unnecessary	   as	   well	   as	   unwise	  because	   it	   would	   cover	   too	  much	   literature	   and	   cause	   a	   loss	   of	   focus	   on	   the	   topic	   of	  study.	  	  	   More	  important,	  of	  course,	  is	  the	  literature	  that	  specifically	  deals	  with	  this	  topic.	  This,	   however,	   can	   also	   be	   perceived	   in	  multiple	  ways.	   The	   topic	   of	   this	   thesis	   is	   the	  influence	  of	  European	  opinions	  on	  debates	  on	  American	  troop	  withdrawals	  from	  Europe	  during	  the	  presidency	  of	  Nixon.	  The	  specific	  literature	  that	  shall	  be	  surveyed,	  shall	  deal	  with	  European	  opinions,	  troop	  withdrawals,	  or	  the	  specifics	  of	  the	  Nixon-­‐Kissinger	  era.	  	  	  	   Inside	   this	   literature,	   another	   distinction	   can	   be	  made:	   the	   literature	   that	   sees	  long-­‐term	   inevitable	   processes	   as	   the	   prime	  mover	   of	   history,	   and	   the	   literature	   that	  primarily	   assesses	   high	   politics.	   The	   former,	   which	   largely	   sees	   the	   individual	   as	  interchangeable	   and	   of	  minor	   influence	   on	   events,	   focuses	   on	   political	   culture,	   rather	  then	   singular	   events.	   The	   latter,	   which	   attaches	   more	   value	   to	   the	   influence	   of	  individuals,	   focuses	   on	   political	   proceedings	   rather	   then	   long-­‐term	   processes.	   These	  issues	   shall	   be	   given	   attention	   throughout	   the	   assessment	   of	   the	   literature,	   because	   it	  influences	  the	  way	  different	  authors	  may	  view	  the	  topic.	  The	  aim	  of	   this	   thesis	  on	  this	  matter	  is	  to	  give	  priority	  to	  neither	  of	  these	  ways	  of	  writing	  history,	  to	  be	  able	  to	  come	  to	  a	  better	  understanding	  of	  the	  topic.	  With	   the	   articles	   in	   their	   book	   “The	   Strained	  Alliance”,	   Schulz	   en	   Schwartz	   are	  first	  and	  foremost	  trying	  to	  show	  the	  difficulties	  that	  arose	  in	  the	  Atlantic	  partnership	  in	  the	  period	  of	  Détente.	  While	  doing	   this,	   however,	   they	  also	  note	   that	   there	  was	  never	  such	  a	  thing	  as	  a	  “Golden	  Age	  in	  the	  Atlantic	  Alliance”.	  Instead,	  there	  was	  always	  a	  sort	  of	  “pendulum”	   at	   work	   that	   swung	   between	   cooperation	   and	   conflict	   between	   the	   two	  sides	  of	  the	  Atlantic.	  After,	  as	  well	  as	  before	  the	  period	  of	  Détente,	  this	  movement	  was	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visible,	  but	  the	  only	  thing	  that	  was	  different,	  was	  that	  during	  the	  period	  of	  Détente,	  some	  of	  the	  conflicts	  were	  more	  intense.8	  Interesting	   is	   that	   the	   book	  makes	   good	   use	   of	   long	   term	   processes	   to	   explain	  such	  things,	  such	  as	  the	  interdependence	  of	  the	  American	  and	  European	  Economies.	  As	  an	  example	  of	  this	  can	  be	  seen	  the	  decision	  of	  Nixon	  not	  to	  abolish	  Johnson’s	  controls	  on	  American	   investments	   abroad	   because	   this	   might	   trigger	   currency	   speculations	   and	  damage	  relations	  with	  the	  Europeans,	  who	  would	  have	  to	  cope	  with	  the	  effects.9	  On	  the	  other	   hand,	   short	   term	   or	   personal	   influences	   are	   also	   not	   overlooked,	   such	   as	  leadership	  personalities	  or	  domestic	  political	  alignments.	  As	  an	  example	  of	   this	  can	  be	  seen	  the	  role	  of	  Helmut	  Schmidt	   in	  restructuring	   the	  monetary	  system	  and	  position	  of	  the	   German	   Mark,	   while	   still	   acknowledging	   multilateral	   embeddedness	   of	   West	  Germany	  as	  a	  factor	  of	  influence	  in	  this	  process.10	  	  	  	  	  With	   respect	   to	   Nixon	   and	   Kissinger	   in	   this	   period,	   and	   the	   topic	   of	   troop	  withdrawals	  in	  specific,	  Schulz	  en	  Schwartz	  give	  some	  insights	  as	  to	  what	  was	  different	  in	   the	   Presidency	   of	   Nixon.	   To	   start	  with,	   they	   say	   that	  Nixon	  was	   first	   and	   foremost	  more	  Europe-­‐minded	  than	  his	  predecessor.	  His	  trip	  to	  Europe	  and	  his	  relationship	  with	  De	   Gaulle	   testify	   to	   this.11	   Regarding	   the	  Nixon	  Doctrine,	  which	   they	   see	   as	   primarily	  aimed	   at	   reducing	   worldwide	   commitments.12	   Regarding	   the	   possibility	   of	   troop	  withdrawals,	   they	   state	   that	   Nixon	   and	   Kissinger	   were	   worried	   that	   the	   growing	  isolationism	  in	  the	  United	  States	  would	  put	  pressure	  on	  the	  troops	  in	  Europe.	  Kissinger	  also	   thought	   that	   all	   Germans	   who	   had	   an	   opinion	   on	   world	   affairs	   thought	   that	   the	  United	  States	  would	  ultimately	  withdraw	  their	  troops,	  and	  therefore	  believed	  that	  their	  country	  would	  come	  to	  an	  accommodation	  with	  the	  Soviet	  Union.13	  This	  gives	  testimony	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  European	  opinions	  on	  this	  matter	  were	  of	  influence	  on	  the	  Executive	  branch,	  but	  beyond	  that,	  it	  leaves	  untouched	  how	  this	  specifically	  influenced	  the	  debate	  on	  troop	  withdrawals.	  	  With	   the	   power	   of	   the	   Soviet	   Union	   vis-­‐à-­‐vis	   the	   United	   States	   rising,	   the	  containment	   strategy	  was	  harder	   to	   conceive,	   according	   to	  Thornton	   in	  his	  book	   “The	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  8	  Schulz,	  M.,	  &	  Schwartz,	  T.A.,	  The	  Strained	  Alliance,	  U.S.	  –	  European	  relations	  from	  Nixon	  
to	  Carter,	  355-­‐356.	  	  9	  Ibidem,135.	  	  10	  Ibidem,	  307.	  	  11	  Ibidem,	  357.	  	  12	  Ibidem,	  358.	  	  13	  Ibidem,	  358-­‐360.	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Nixon	  Kissinger	  Years”.	  Nixon	  therefore	  shifted	  to	  a	  modified	  containment	  strategy	  as	  he	  called	   it.	  A	  strategy	  coherent	  with	  his	  goal	  of	  reaching	  a	  stable	  structure	  of	  peace.	   In	  a	  geopolitical	  sense,	  Thornton	  tries	  to	  explain	  certain	  things	  with	  concepts	  such	  as	  centre	  or	  periphery.	  In	  his	  opinion,	  Southeast	  Asia	  (and	  therewith	  Vietnam)	  was	  the	  periphery	  of	  China,	  and	  Europe	  was	  one	  of	   the	  peripheral	  areas	  of	   the	  Soviet	  Union.	  By	  reducing	  pressures	   on	   those	   areas,	   Nixon	   tried	   to	   divert	   more	   attention	   of	   the	   two	   powers	  towards	  each	  other,	  which	  was	  to	  serve	  the	  concept	  of	  modified	  containment.14	  	  In	   the	  Sense	  of	   long-­‐term	  processes	  versus	  short-­‐term	  influences,	   it	  can	  be	  said	  that	  Thornton	  makes	  use	  of	   both	   these	   concepts.	  When	   talking	   about	   the	   relationship	  between	  the	  United	  States,	  the	  Soviet	  Union,	  and	  China	  at	  the	  start	  of	  Nixon’s	  presidency,	  he	  says:	  “By	  the	  time	  that	  Richard	  Nixon	  became	  president	  the	  basis	   for	  a	  coincidence	  of	  
interest	   between	   China	   and	   the	   United	   States	   was	   already	   in	   embryonic	   existence.	   The	  
question	  was,	   could	   the	  new	  president	  bring	   it	   to	   fruition?”15	  This	   shows	  his	  awareness	  that	  it	  was	  not	  just	  the	  personal	  characteristics	  of	  a	  President	  that	  shaped	  the	  course	  of	  history.	  On	  another	  occasion,	  he	  sees	  the	  personal	  influence	  of	  Willy	  Brandt	  as	  important	  for	  the	  formation	  of	  the	  West	  German	  Ostpolitik.	  This	  was,	  as	  he	  sees	  it,	  also	  important	  for	   “the	   gradual	   de	   facto	   shift	   of	  Western	   Europe	   toward	   a	   central	   position	   within	   the	  
larger	   structure	   of	   United	   States-­Soviet	   relations.”	   On	   the	   other	   hand	   though,	   he	  acknowledges	   that	   longer-­‐term	   factors	   of	   influence,	   such	   as	   the	   growing	   economic	  power	  of	  West	  Germany,	   and	   the	  desire	  of	  West	  European	  powers	   to	   create	  a	  greater	  degree	   of	   unity	   among	   themselves	   (which	   only	   recently	   became	   feasible	   at	   the	   time),	  should	  also	  not	  be	  underestimated.16	  	  	  	  What	   is	   surprising	  about	   the	  piece	  of	   literature	  of	  Thornton	   is	   that	  he	  refers	   to	  influences	  of	  personal	  traits	  on	  the	  course	  of	  history,	  but	  he	  does	  not	  go	  into	  deep	  details	  on	   the	   relationship	   between	   Kissinger	   and	   Nixon	   in	   this	   period.	   Nixon	   and	   Kissinger	  tried	  to	  make	  their	  own	  way	  of	  pursuing	  policy	  once	  Nixon	  had	  been	  elected,	  and	   it	   is	  well	  known	  that	  Kissinger	  worked	  himself	   into	  a	  position	  with	  considerable	   influence,	  and	   this	   is	  anything	  but	   contested	  by	  Thornton,	  but	  how	  his	  position	  was	   in	   the	  early	  period	  of	  the	  Nixon	  administration,	  is	  not	  discussed.	  Instead,	  he	  suffices	  by	  saying	  that	  in	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  14	  Thornton,	  R.C.,	  The	  Nixon-­Kissinger	  Years,	  Reshaping	  America’s	  Foreign	  Policy,	  3-­‐5.	  	  15	  Ibidem,	  11.	  	  16	  Ibidem,	  64-­‐65.	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the	   first	   two	   years	   it	   was	   Richard	   Nixon	   himself,	   rather	   than	   Henry	   Kissinger,	   who	  dictated	  policy.17	  Of	   importance	   for	   the	   literature	   on	   troop	  withdrawals	   from	  Europe	   during	   the	  presidency	  of	  Nixon,	  is	  the	  book	  “U.S.	  Troops	  in	  Europe,	  Issues	  Costs,	  and	  Choices”,	  by	  John	  Newhouse.	  Published	  in	  1971,	  it	  lacks	  the	  retrospective	  of	  a	  historical	  writing,	  and	  it	  is	  also	  not	  necessarily	  written	  as	  a	  historical	  piece	  of	  literature.	  Therefore,	  it	  does	  not	  dig	  very	  deep	  in	  the	  history	  preceding	  the	  period	  dealt	  with.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  it	  is	  possibly	  useful	  because	  it	  can	  give	  an	  insight	  in	  how	  the	  matter	  was	  perceived	  at	  the	  time.	  On	   military	   matters	   of	   NATO	   vis-­‐à-­‐vis	   the	   Soviet	   Union,	   the	   book	   gives	   good	  information.	  Besides	  numbers	  of	  men	  under	  arms	  in	  the	  two	  blocs,	  it	  says	  that	  in	  1969,	  McNamara	  stated	  that	  in	  case	  of	  a	  conflict	  in	  Europe,	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  should	  have	  had	  the	  initiative,	  but	  the	  United	  States	  were	  able	  to	  reach	  a	  decisive	  advantage	  over	  time.18	  This	  is,	  of	  course,	  of	  importance	  for	  the	  debate	  around	  troop	  withdrawals,	  but	  the	  book	  does	  not	  show	  how	  this	  information	  related	  to	  policy	  on	  this	  matter.	  Different	  concepts	  of	   troop	   withdrawals	   and	   their	   pros	   and	   cons	   are	   also	   given,	   but	   the	   way	   this	   was	  perceived	  by	  politics	  is	  not	  given	  attention.19	  On	   another	   occasion,	   the	   book	   does	   go	   in	   to	   the	   way	   politics	   perceived	   the	  problem.	   In	   discussing	   the	   debate	   in	   the	   senate	   on	   possible	   troop	   withdrawals,	   the	  arguments	   used	   in	   favour	   of	   withdrawals	   are	   constructed	   like	   this:	   If	   the	   European	  NATO	   member	   states	   are	   not	   willing	   to	   take	   up	   an	   appropriate	   part	   of	   the	   defense	  burden,	   the	   United	   States	   has	   an	   exaggerated	   view	   of	   defense	   requirements,	   or	   an	  outsized	  view	  of	  its	  security	  interests	  in	  Europe.	  Furthermore,	  there	  was	  a	  belief	  that	  the	  European	   allies	   could	   be	   convinced	   to	   take	   up	   more	   costs	   by	   a	   shock	   of	   U.S.	   force	  reductions.20	  Though	   this	   is	   a	  useful	   insight	   in	   the	  motivation	  of	  Congress,	   it	  does	  not	  show	  how	  these	  ideas	  translated	  into	  actual	  policy.	  	  	  	  The	  European	  opinion	  on	  troop	  issue,	  and	  the	  influence	  thereof	  on	  the	  debates	  in	  the	  U.S.,	  is	  hardly	  touched.	  Newhouse	  does	  go	  in	  to	  the	  attitudes	  of	  the	  Bonn	  government	  on	  possible	   actions	  of	   the	  U.S.,	   in	   the	   sense	   that	  withdrawal	   of	   forces	  would	   lead	   to	   a	  decline	   of	   European	   confidence	   in	   U.S.	   commitments.	   What	   is	   even	  more	   interesting,	  however,	  is	  that	  he	  also	  says	  that	  some	  would	  argue	  that	  this	  was	  not	  really	  the	  case	  at	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  17	  Thornton,	  R.C.,	  The	  Nixon-­Kissinger	  Years,	  24.	  	  18	  Newhouse,	  J.,	  U.S.	  troops	  in	  Europe	  :	  issues,	  costs,	  and	  choices,	  57-­‐58.	  	  19	  Ibidem,	  70-­‐77.	  	  20	  Ibidem,	  141.	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the	  time,	  and	  that	  the	  issue	  was	  dramatized	  by	  the	  Germans.21	  From	  this	  point	  of	  view,	  it	  might	   seem	   that	   the	   European	   opinion	   on	   this	   matter	   was	   not	   something	   that	   was	  completely	  clear	  at	  the	  time.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  The	  piece	  of	   literature	  that	  gives	  a	  great	  overview	  on	  how	  the	  debates	  on	  troop	  withdrawals	  proceeded	  throughout	  the	  cold	  War,	  is	  “America’s	  Troop	  Presence	  in	  Europe	  
during	   the	   Cold	   War”	   from	   Hubert	   Zimmermann.	   It	   deals	   with	   the	   topic	   of	   troop	  withdrawals	  during	  the	  entire	  period	  of	   the	  Cold	  War,	  but	  the	  part	   that	  deals	  with	  the	  presidency	  of	  Nixon	  contains	  some	  crucial	  elements	  of	  topic	  this	  thesis	  deals	  with.	  	  It	  gives	  a	  clear	  outline	  of	  what	  the	  arguments	  of	  Congress	  and	  the	  administration	  were	   on	   this	   issue.	   The	   troop	   presence	   was,	   according	   to	   the	   opponents	   of	   troop	  withdrawals,	  necessary	  to	  deter	  the	  Soviet	  Union,	  could	  serve	  as	  leverage	  for	  economic	  negotiations,	   and	   negotiations	   with	   the	   MBFR	   talks,	   and	   it	   was	   helpful	   to	   stabilize	  Europe.	   Furthermore,	   they	   thought	   that	   the	   U.S.	   position	   would	   be	   undermined	   by	  withdrawals	   because	   this	  would	  not	   cause	   the	  European	   countries	   to	   come	  up	  with	   a	  greater	  defense	  effort,	  as	  the	  proponents	  argued.22	  	  The	   counterargument	   the	   proponents	   of	   troop	   withdrawals	   had	   against	   the	  argument	  of	  the	  stabilization	  of	  Europe	  was	  that	  the	  fear	  of	  Germany	  was	  exaggerated.23	  Beyond	   that,	   Zimmermann	   does	   not	   go	   much	   deeper	   into	   the	   specific	   arguments	   of	  Congress	  for	  troop	  withdrawals.	  He	  implicitly	  names	  the	  economic	  issue	  and	  the	  balance	  of	  payments	  problems,	  but	  this	  is	  quite	  well	  known.	  The	  part	  nevertheless	  focuses	  more	  on	  the	  argumentation	  of	  the	  opponents	  of	  troop	  withdrawals,	  however.	  	  	  The	   article	   rarely	   touches	   on	   the	   specific	   techniques	   used	   in	   the	   debate	   by	   the	  Executive	   and	   the	   Legislative,	   however.	   Zimmermann	   comes	   with	   the	   statement	   that	  Kissinger	   interpreted	   American	   national	   interests	   on	   a	   systemic	   level	   and	   sought	   to	  ward	  off	  public	  and	  congressional	  pressure,	  but	  he	  does	  not	  show	  how	  this	  was	  actually	  done.24	   On	   another	   occasion,	   it	   is	   said	   that	   a	  massive	   lobbying	   campaign	  was	   started	  against	  the	  Mansfield	  amendment.	  But	  other	  than	  calling	  the	  amendment	  names,	  it	  is	  not	  shown	   how	   the	   lobbying	   in	   fact	   was	   done.25	   In	   relation	   to	   the	   influence	   of	   European	  opinions	   on	   this	   debate,	   Zimmermann	  notes	   that	   the	   lobby	   of	   the	   administration	  was	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  21	  Newhouse,	  J.,	  U.S.	  troops	  in	  Europe,	  150.	  22	  Zimmermann,	  H.,	  The	  Improbable	  Permanence,	  19-­‐20,	  &	  23.	  23	  Ibidem,	  20.	  	  24	  Ibidem,	  19.	  	  25	  Ibidem,	  22.	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backed	  by	  the	  European	  defense	  ministers,	  but	  he	  does	  not	  mention	  how	  this	  influenced	  the	  debate.26	  On	  another	  occasion,	   he	   implicitly	   says	   that	  Kissinger	  was	   influenced	  by	  European	  attitudes	  because	  he	  was	  convinced	  that	  troop	  withdrawals	  would	  result	  in	  a	  decreased	  European	  defense	  effort.27	  	  In	   the	   article	   “Isolationism	   or	   discerning	   internationalism:	   Robert	   Taft,	   Mike	  
Mansfield	  and	  US	  Troops	  in	  Europe”,	  Phil	  Williams	  comes	  up	  with	  a	  comparison	  between	  the	  debates	  on	  troop	  withdrawals	  during	  the	  presidencies	  of	  Truman	  and	  Nixon,	  with	  as	  leading	  opponents	  of	  the	  troop	  strength	  Robert	  Taft	  and	  Mike	  Mansfield.	  Isolationism	  is	  again,	  the	  important	  theme	  in	  this	  piece	  of	  literature	  from	  Williams,	  and	  he	  thinks	  of	  Taft	  as	  more	  of	  an	   isolationist	   than	  Mansfield,	  but	   they	  actually	  both	  do	  not	   really	  deserve	  that	   title.	  Mansfield's	   internationalism	  was	  unquestionable,	  Williams	  says:	   “he	  was	  not	  
challenging	   involvement	   in	   world	   affairs	   as	   such,	   merely	   the	   form	   it	   was	   taking.	   He	  
accepted	  the	  United	  States	  as	  a	  superpower,	  but	  denied	  it	  omnipotence”.28	  	  	  When	  looking	  at	  the	  time	  of	  Mansfield,	  Williams	  sees	  the	  possibility	  that	  the	  troop	  deployments	  in	  Europe	  could	  create	  resentment	  among	  the	  allied	  population,	  as	  one	  of	  Mansfield’s	  concerns	  at	  the	  time.	  This	  indicates	  that	  the	  European	  opinion	  on	  the	  issue	  was	  conceived	  as	  important	  for	  the	  debate,	  as	  well	  as	  not	  yet	  clear	  at	  the	  time.29	  The	   Book	   “The	   Senate	   and	   U.S.	   troops	   in	   Europe”	   from	   Phil	   Williams,	   gives	   a	  detailed	   chronological	   account	   of	   the	   events	   that	   shaped	   the	   debate	   on	   troop	  withdrawals.	   In	  this	  book,	  he	  tends	  to	   focus	  more	  on	  the	  reasons	  of	   the	  proponents	  of	  troop	   withdrawals.	   This	   is	   in	   itself	   a	   logical	   choice,	   because	   it	   was	   the	   attack	   on	   the	  status	  quo	  that	  made	  the	  issue	  so	  pressing.	  As	  direct	  reasons,	  he	  names	  the	  balance	  of	  payments	   situation,	   the	   need	   for	   troops	   in	   Vietnam,	   and	   the	   insufficient	   European	  defense	  efforts.30	  	  As	  underlying	  reasons	  for	  the	  efforts	  for	  troop	  withdrawals,	  however,	  he	  sees	  	  the	  failure	   of	   Nixon	   to	   fulfil	   his	   promises	   of	   “Europeanization”	   after	   Vietnamization.	   The	  disregard	  of	  Nixon	  towards	  Congressional	  opinion	  was	  the	  cause	  for	  Congress	  to	  try	  to	  restore	  the	  balance	  between	  the	  Executive	  and	  the	  Legislative.	  It	  is	  in	  this	  light	  that	  the	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  26	  Zimmermann,	  H.,	  The	  Improbable	  Permanence,	  22.	  	  27	  Ibidem,	  19-­‐20.	  	  28	  Williams.	  P.,	  Isolationism	  or	  discerning	  internationalism:	  Robert	  Taft,	  Mike	  Mansfield	  
and	  US	  Troops	  in	  Europe,	  37.	  	  29	  Ibidem,	  34.	  	  30	  Williams,	  P.,	  The	  Senate	  and	  U.S.	  troops	  in	  Europe,	  155.	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pressure	  for	  troop	  withdrawals	  must	  be	  seen,	  according	  to	  Williams.31	  Later	  on,	  he	  also	  stresses	   that	   after	   the	   Mansfield	   amendment	   was	   rejected,	   the	   prime	   mover	   for	   the	  proposers	  of	  troop	  reductions,	  was	  the	  Executive-­‐Legislative	  struggle.32	  	  	  Seen	   in	   this	   light,	   it	   seems	   that	   Williams	   attaches	   considerable	   value	   to	   the	  influence	  of	  long-­‐term	  historical	  processes	  such	  as	  in	  this	  case,	  the	  Executive-­‐Legislative	  struggle.	  However,	  on	  several	  occasions,	  he	  attaches	  significant	  value	  to	  the	  influence	  of	  individuals.	   On	   one	   occasion,	   he	   emphasizes	   the	   role	   of	   Dean	   Acheson	   in	   the	   lobby	  against	   the	  Mansfield	  amendment:	   several	   times,	  he	  states	   that	  Acheson	  was	  a	   central	  person	  in	  guiding	  the	  lobby,	  and	  that	  he	  was	  the	  person	  that	  came	  up	  with	  ideas	  on	  how	  the	  lobby	  was	  to	  unfold.33	  On	  an	  other	  occasion,	  he	  sees	  Brezhnev’s	  choice	  to	  talk	  about	  possible	  negotiations	  on	  Mutual	  Beneficial	  Force	  Reductions,	  as	  crucial	  for	  the	  outcome	  of	   the	  Mansfield	   amendment,	   while	   even	   speculating	   about	   a	   possible	   cooperation	   of	  Nixon	   and	   Brezhnev	   on	   this	   point.34	   When	   this	   is	   considered,	   one	   could	   say	   that	  Williams	   pays	   attention	   to	   the	   roles	   of	   both	   long-­‐term	   processes	   and	   individuals	   as	  explanation	  for	  the	  events.	  Williams	   rarely	   refers	   to	   the	   influence	  of	  European	  opinions.	  When	  he	  does	   so,	  however,	  he	  seems	   to	  use	   it	   in	  broad	   terms	  such	  as	   the	  Western	  European	  attitude	   in	  favour	   of	   Détente,	   which	   according	   to	  Williams	   was	   of	   influence	   on	   the	   pressure	   for	  troop	   withdrawals.35	   How	   the	   European	   opinion	   on	   the	   actual	   American	   troops	   in	  Europe	  was	  of	  influence,	  is	  a	  question	  Williams	  does	  not	  go	  in	  to	  in	  this	  book.	  	  	  Somebody	  who	  tends	  to	  use	  more	  high	  politics	  instead	  of	  long-­‐term	  processes	  is	  Wilfrid	  Kohl.	  In	  his	  article	  “The	  Nixon-­Kissinger	  Foreign	  Policy	  System	  and	  U.S.	  -­European	  
Relations:	   Patterns	   of	   Policy	   making”,	   Kohl	   differentiates	   between	   three	   categories	   of	  policy	  making:	  the	  royal-­‐court	  model,	  in	  which	  decisions	  are	  taken	  in	  a	  closed	  way,	  cases	  in	   which	   decisions	   are	   taken	   by	   means	   of	   bureaucratic	   politics,	   and	   cases	   in	   which	  several	  patterns	  are	  at	  work.	  He	  places	  the	  debates	  around	  the	  troop	  withdrawals	  in	  the	  last	   category,	   and	   the	   different	   patterns	   at	   work	   were	   the	   Executive-­‐Congressional	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  31	  Williams,	  P.,	  The	  Senate	  and	  U.S.	  troops,	  196-­‐171.	  	  32	  Ibidem,	  208-­‐210.	  	  33	  Ibidem,	  179-­‐184.	  	  34	  Ibidem,	  186-­‐191.	  35	  Ibidem,	  155.	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relations	   that	  were	   at	   stake,	   and	   shared	  mindsets	   and	   assumptions	  within	   the	   policy-­‐making	  elite.	  Furthermore,	  the	  case	  also	  had	  characteristics	  of	  the	  royal-­‐court	  model.36	  	  	  	  Kohl	  is	  quite	  restrained	  when	  it	  comes	  to	  the	  factors	  that	  influenced	  the	  decisions	  opposing	  troop	  withdrawals.	  They	  cannot	  be	  known	  exactly,	  he	  says,	  but	  presumably	  it	  included	  uncertainty	  about	   the	  Ostpolitik	  of	  West	  Germany,	  and	  overall	   relations	  with	  the	   Soviet	   Union.	   He	   also	   states	   that	   the	   Germans	   and	   other	   governments	   applied	  pressure	  against	  troop	  cuts,	  but	  in	  what	  ways	  these	  pressures	  were	  applied,	  or	  in	  what	  way	   these	   pressures	   were	   of	   influence	   on	   the	   debates	   around	   the	   troop	   cuts,	   is	   not	  explained.	   In	   general,	   though,	   he	   thinks	   that	   it	   was	   first	   of	   all	   due	   to	   the	   fear	   of	  diminished	  American	  political	  influence	  in	  Europe.	  As	  an	  other	  possible	  explanation,	  he	  sees	  the	  shared	  mind-­‐set	  of	  the	  President	  with	  the	  American	  NATO	  policy-­‐making	  elite,	  which	   included	   important	   people	   in	   business,	   politics,	   and	   the	   military,	   as	   well	   as	  academics.37	  	  	  However	   vague	   these	   reasons	   for	   the	   President’s	   stance	   in	   the	   debate	  may	   be,	  Kohl	  is	  quite	  concrete	  when	  it	  comes	  to	  what	  actions	  were	  undertaken	  by	  the	  President	  to	   oppose	   the	  Mansfield	   amendment.	   He	   says	   that	   the	   President	  met	   personally	  with	  prominent	   individuals	   from	   this	   elite,	   former	   Secretaries	   of	   State	   signed	   statements	  opposing	   the	   amendment,	   and	   a	   press	   campaign	  was	   organized.	   Beyond	   that,	   he	   says	  that	   the	   administration	   was	   actively	   involved	   in	   lobbying	   with	   Senators	   from	   both	  parties.38	  With	  this	  source,	  some	  useful	  information	  on	  how	  the	  battle	  between	  Congress	  and	   the	  President	  was	   translated	   into	  policy	  on	   troop	  withdrawals	   is	  available.	   In	   this	  sense,	   the	   piece	   of	   Kohl	   gives	   some	   useful	   starting	   points	   to	   further	   assess	   how	   the	  debate	  was	  made,	  but	   it	   fails	   to	   give	  answers	   to	   the	  questions	  how	   the	  proponents	  of	  troop	   withdrawals	   tried	   to	   influence	   the	   outcome,	   and	   what	   the	   roles	   of	   European	  opinions	  were	  in	  these	  debates.	  John	   Duffield	   gives	  more	   insight	   in	   the	   arguments	   the	   proponents	   used	   in	   the	  debate	  around	  the	  troop	  withdrawals.	  What	  should	  be	  taken	  into	  account	  when	  reading	  his	  article	  “International	  Regimes	  and	  Alliance	  Behaviour:	  Explaining	  NATO	  Conventional	  
Force	  Levels”,	  is	  that	  he	  assesses	  the	  issue	  from	  the	  point	  of	  view	  that	  the	  troop	  strength	  in	  Europe	  remained	  remarkably	  stable	  during	  a	  long	  period.	  	  In	  his	  article,	  he	  adds	  to	  the	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  36	  Kohl,	  W.L.,	  The	  Nixon-­Kissinger	  Foreign	  Policy	  System	  and	  U.S.	  -­European	  Relations:	  
Patterns	  of	  Policy	  making,	  5-­‐12,	  &	  30.	  37	  Ibidem,	  29.	  38	  Ibidem,	  29.	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already	  known	  reasons	   that	  many	  members	  of	   the	  Senate	   thought	   that	   forces	  were	  of	  better	   use	   in	  Vietnam	   than	   in	   Europe.	  Other	   arguments	   he	   gives	   are	   that	   there	  was	   a	  general	  discontent	  with	  military	  commitments	  abroad	  engendered	  by	  the	  Vietnam	  War,	  and	  the	  growing	  Détente,	  which	  was	  undermining	  the	  rationale	  for	  troop	  deployments	  in	  Europe.	  	  As	  has	  already	  been	  shown,	  John	  Newhouse	  said	  that	  there	  was	  a	  belief	  that	  the	  European	   allies	   could	   be	   convinced	   to	   take	   up	   more	   costs	   by	   a	   shock	   of	   U.S.	   force	  reductions.	  Duffield	   adds	   to	   this	   view	   that	   on	  other	   occasions,	   policy-­‐makers	  believed	  that	  the	  possible	  reaction	  of	  European	  countries	  might	  be	  contrary,	  and	  that	  the	  fear	  of	  negative	   repercussions	   of	   troop	   withdrawals	   from	   Europe,	   such	   as	   more	   force	  reductions	  from	  the	  European	  side,	  or	  an	  accommodation	  with	  the	  Soviet	  Union,	  was	  a	  motivation	  to	  refrain	  from	  reducing	  forces	  in	  Europe.39	  	  	  	  Interesting	   in	   the	   piece	   of	   Duffield	   is	   that	   he	   seems	   to	   focus	   on	   the	   Legislative	  branch	   and	   which	   arguments	   they	   used.	   In	   relation	   to	   the	   role	   of	   the	   Executive	   it	   is	  interesting	  that	  he	  remarks	  that	  it	  acted	  as	  a	  solid	  front,	  whereas	  this	  had	  not	  been	  the	  case	   in	  prior	  debates.	  As	  of	   importance	  to	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  debates,	  he	  sees	  the	  fact	  that	   the	   Senate	   was	   in	   fact	   not	   organized	   as	   a	   solid	   bloc	   on	   this	   matter.	   The	   Nixon	  administration	   even	   received	   crucial	   assistance	   from	   elements	   in	   the	   Senate	   that	  opposed	  reductions.40	  An	  other	   element	  of	   this	   thesis	   that	   should	  not	  be	  overlooked	   in	   this	   literature	  survey	   is	   how	   Europeans	   viewed	   American	   foreign	   policy.	   A	   complete	   overview	   of	  European	  public	  opinion	  towards	  the	  United	  States	  however,	  would	  be	  another	  point	  of	  research.	  It	   is	  therefore	  wiser	  to	  look	  at	  the	  way	  European	  opinions	  were	  perceived	  in	  the	  U.S.,	  because	  this	  is	  where	  the	  policy	  under	  assessment	  was	  made.	  Isernia	  and	  Everts	  give	   some	   insight	   in	   how	  European	   public	   opinion	  was	  monitored	   and	   studied	   in	   the	  United	   States.	   In	   their	   article	   “Partners	  Apart?	  The	  Foreign	  Policy	  Attitudes	  of	  the	  
American	  and	  European	  Publics”,	  they	  give	  an	  overview	  of	  the	  research	  that	  was	  done	  in	  post-­‐war	  America	  on	  European	  opinions,	  and	  what	  the	  leading	  ideas	  on	  this	  topic	  were.	  	  In	   their	   overview,	   they	  distinguish	   three	  waves	  on	   interest	   and	   research	   in	   the	  European	  opinion	  on	  American	  foreign	  policy,	  of	  which	  only	  the	  first	  falls	  in	  the	  period	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  39	  Duffield,	  J.S.,	  International	  regimes	  and	  alliance	  behavior:	  explaining	  NATO	  
conventional	  force	  levels,	  844.	  	  40	  Ibidem,	  851-­‐852.	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of	   significance	   for	   this	   thesis.	   The	   studies	   of	   Deutsch,	   Gorden,	   and	   Lerner,	   were	  published	  in	  the	  late	  1960’s.	  The	  reason	  that	  these	  studies	  focused	  on	  European	  opinion,	  was	   that	   until	   1968,	   it	  was	   the	   prevalent	   view	   that	   in	   the	   United	   States,	   a	   “Cold	  War	  consensus”	  existed,	  whereas	  in	  Europe,	  the	  attitudes	  were	  diverse.	  Some	  of	  the	  methods	  used	   for	   these	   studies	   were	   mass	   opinion	   polls,	   and	   surveys	   of	   arms	   control	   and	  disarmament	  proposals.	   The	   conclusions	  of	   these	   studies	  were	   surprising	   at	   the	   time:	  The	  European	  public	  had	  a	  better	  image	  of	  the	  United	  States	  than	  of	  the	  other	  European	  countries,	  and	  the	  United	  States	  was	  seen	  as	  the	  most	  trustworthy	  ally	  in	  time	  of	  war	  by	  the	   French	   and	   Germans.	   Furthermore,	   the	   French	  were	  more	   in	   favour	   of	   European	  cooperation,	  while	  the	  Germans	  and	  the	  British	  preferred	  Atlantic	  cooperation.41	  What	  this	  information	  tells,	  is	  that	  European	  public	  opinion	  on	  American	  foreign	  policy	  was	  something	  of	  interest	  in	  the	  period	  preceding	  that	  of	  the	  presidency	  of	  Nixon.	  What	   is	   probably	   even	  more	   interesting	   is	   that	   the	   following	  wave	  of	   attention	   to	   the	  topic	  only	  erupted	  in	  the	  late	  1970’s	  and	  early	  1980’s.	  This	  suggests	  that	  relatively	  little	  importance	  was	   given	   to	   the	   European	   opinion	   during	   the	   Nixon	   presidency,	   and	   the	  article	   of	   Everts	   and	   Isernia	   indeed	   does	   not	   touch	   the	  way	   European	   opinions	  were	  perceived	  in	  this	  period.	  	  What	   is	   interesting	   in	   the	  piece	  of	  Everts	   and	   Isernia	   is	   that	   they	  approach	   the	  phenomenon	  of	  a	  transatlantic	  relationship	  in	  a	  way	  that	  is	  aware	  of	  the	  pitfalls	  that	  lie	  within	  such	  a	  concept.	  They	  state	  that	  it	  is	  hard	  to	  measure	  such	  a	  relationship	  in	  more	  than	  an	  essayistic	  way.	  Furthermore,	  they	  stress	  how	  relative	  any	  statement	  about	  the	  transatlantic	  relationship	  is,	  by	  showing	  that	  the	  transatlantic	  gap	  is	  perceived	  as	  a	  new	  phenomenon	  by	  some,	  and	  a	  long-­‐standing	  problem	  by	  others.42	  In	  the	  book	  “Defence	  and	  Public	  Opinion”,	  Capitanchik	  and	  Eichenberg	  survey	  the	  attitudes	  towards	  NATO,	  and	  the	  military	  in	  general	  in	  several	  NATO	  countries.	  Dealing	  predominantly	  with	   the	  way	   the	  military	  was	  viewed	  by	   the	  public,	   the	  part	   in	  which	  West	  Germany	  is	  assessed	  nevertheless	  gives	  some	  useful	  insights	  on	  how	  the	  Cold	  War	  in	  general	  was	  perceived	  by	  the	  public.	  The	  book	  shows	  that	  since	  1952,	  a	  steady	  decline	  in	   the	   sense	   of	   threat	   and	   the	   fear	   of	   war	   was	   prevalent	   among	   the	   West	   German	  opinions.	  This	  trend	  peaked	  in	  the	  early	  1970’s.	  Correspondingly,	  the	  priority	  accorded	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  41	  Everts,	  Ph.P.,	  &	  Isernia,	  P.,	  Partners	  Apart?	  The	  Foreign	  Policy	  Attitudes	  of	  the	  American	  
and	  European	  Publics,	  232-­‐233.	  42	  Ibidem,	  230-­‐231.	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to	  defense	  dropped	  in	  this	  period,	  and	  concern	  for	  military	  security	  reached	  its	   lowest	  place	   in	   1971.43	   This	   trend	   is	   of	   course	   not	   entirely	   surprising	   because	   of	   the	  atmosphere	  of	  Détente	  that	  was	  taking	  shape,	  but	   it	  nevertheless	  shows	  that	   the	  West	  German	  public	  opinion	  was	   less	   in	   favour	  of	   the	  military	   in	  general,	   so	   in	   theory,	   also	  against	  the	  American	  troops	  on	  the	  continent.	  	  When	   it	  comes	   to	   the	  public	  opinion	   towards	  NATO,	  some	  other	   things	  become	  clear	  in	  the	  book	  of	  Capitanchik	  and	  Eichenberg.	  However	  never	  from	  real	  significance,	  the	   choices	   for	   the	   option	   to	   withdraw	   from	   NATO	   nevertheless	   reached	   the	   highest	  point	   in	   1971.	   Furthermore,	   the	   desire	   in	   the	  West	   German	   public	   to	   remain	   neutral	  instead	  of	  being	  military	  allied	  to	  the	  United	  States	  reached	  a	  low	  point	  of	  42%	  in	  1973.	  So	  it	  becomes	  clear	  that	  the	  West	  German	  public	  opinion	  towards	  the	  military	  and	  NATO	  was	  at	  its	  lowest	  point	  in	  the	  period	  this	  thesis	  deals	  with.	  It	  is	  however	  not	  necessarily	  true	   that	   this	  meant	   that	   the	  West	   Germans	  were	   less	   orientated	   towards	   the	   United	  States,	  because	  from	  the	  assessed	  countries,	  West	  Germany	  still	  had	  the	  best	  score	  when	  it	   came	   to	   taking	   side	  with	   the	   United	   States	   as	   opposed	   to	   staying	   out	   of	   U.S.-­‐Soviet	  disputes.44	  	  When	   talking	   about	   the	   debates	   around	   possible	   troop	   withdrawals,	   the	   book	  argues	   that	   the	   initiatives	   for	   troop	   reductions	   in	   Europe	   had	   their	   origins	   in	  Congressional	   budgetary	   battles	   instead	   of	   mass	   public	   opinion	   towards	   the	  commitment	  to	  Europe.	  Beyond	  this,	  the	  book	  does	  not	  deal	  with	  the	  relation	  between	  how	   the	   troops	  were	   perceived	   in	   Europe	   and	   how	   the	  American	   policy	   on	   the	   troop	  levels	  was	  made.45	  	  A	  book	   that	  deals	   specifically	  with	   the	  defense	  aspect	  of	  public	  opinion,	   is	   “The	  
Public	  and	  Atlantic	  Defense”	  Edited	  by	  Gregory	  Flynn	  and	  Hans	  Rattinger.	  Published	   in	  1985,	   it	   states	   that	   “The	  population	  at	   large	   is	  no	   longer	  willing	   to	  accept	   certain	  basic	  
premises	   that	  have	  underlain	  Western	  defense	   efforts	   over	   the	  past	   thirty	   years.”.46	  This	  statement,	  appearing	   in	   the	   introduction	  does	  however	  not	  give	  an	   insight	  as	   to	  when	  the	  population	  stopped	  accepting	  these	  basic	  premises	  according	  to	  the	  editors,	  but	  they	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  43	  Capitanchik,	  D.B.,	  &	  Eichenberg,	  R.C.,	  Defence	  and	  public	  opinion,	  59.	  	  44	  Ibidem,	  66.	  	  45	  Ibidem,	  87-­‐88.	  46	  Flynn,	  G.,	  &	  Rattinger,	  H.,	  The	  Public	  and	  atlantic	  defense,	  2.	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do	   state	   that	   the	   growing	   frustration	  with	   European	   positions	   on	   foreign	   policy	   is	   an	  often-­‐mentioned	  phenomenon,	  so	  most	  definitely	  not	  a	  new	  thing	  in	  1985.47	  	  The	  data	  used	  in	  this	  book	  serves	  to	  shape	  an	  image	  on	  four	  topics;	  images	  of	  the	  Soviet	  Union,	  of	  security,	  of	  deterrence,	  and	  of	  the	  allies.	  Of	  these	  categories,	  the	  images	  of	  security	  and	  of	   the	  allies	  are	  most	   important	   to	   this	   thesis.	  Some	   interesting	  data	   is	  portrayed	  when	  it	  comes	  to	  the	  Germans’	  image	  of	  security.	  In	  case	  of	  aggression	  by	  the	  East,	   it	  was	   asked	   if	   the	   respondents	  would	   think	   if	   defense,	   together	  with	   the	   allies,	  would	  be	  possible.	  The	  figure	  that	  accounted	  for	  respondents	  who	  answered	  with	  “yes”	  (adjusted	  for	  those	  respondents	  who	  chose	  neither)	  rose	  from	  1960	  all	  the	  way	  to	  1976.	  In	   this	   instance,	   it	   is	   clear	   that	   confidence	   in	   the	   alliance	   and	   the	   American	   military	  guarantees	  was	  not	  in	  decline	  for	  this	  period.48	  	  	  	  A	   point	   of	   criticism	   on	   this	   piece	   of	   literature	   could	   be	   that	   it	   interprets	   data	  rather	  freely	  in	  the	  sense	  that	   it	  speculates	  on	  what	  the	  cause	  of	  different	  outcomes	  at	  surveys	   could	   have	   been.	   An	   example	   of	   this	   can	   be	   seen	   when	   the	   German	   public’s	  opinion	  towards	  the	  American	  troops	  (which	  was	  relatively	  favourable)	  is	  compared	  to	  the	   German	   public’s	   attitude	   towards	   NATO	   (which	   was	   shown	   in	   the	   survey	   to	   be	  relatively	  unfavourable	  when	  a	  choice	  was	  given	  between	  NATO	  and	  neutralism).	  In	  this	  example,	   the	   fact	   that	   neutrality	   does	   not	   necessarily	   have	   a	   negative	   connotation	   is	  used	   as	   explanation	   for	   this	   discrepancy.49	   This	   piece	   of	   literature	   still	   gives	   a	   great	  overview	  of	  how	  public	  opinions	  in	  Europe	  were	  towards	  the	  alliance	  in	  general	  and	  the	  American	  troop	  presence	   in	  Europe.	  Beyond	  this,	   the	  book	  does	  not	  go	   in	  to	  what	   this	  had	   as	   implications	   for	   the	   making	   of	   American	   foreign	   policy.	   However,	   the	   book	  stresses	  in	  its	  introduction	  that	  it	  is	  not	  an	  attempt	  to	  use	  the	  interaction	  of	  masses	  and	  elites	  to	  explain	  certain	  political	  outcomes	  or	  changes	  in	  policy.	  It	  merely	  is	  an	  inventory	  of	  mass	  opinions	  on	  national	  security	   in	   the	  nations	  of	   the	  Atlantic	  Alliance.50	  For	   this	  purpose,	  however,	  it	  serves	  great.	  	  Looking	  at	   these	  pieces	  of	   literature	   in	  general,	   it	   can	  be	   said	   that	   they	   tend	   to	  approach	   the	   period	   this	   thesis	   deals	  with	   from	   a	   rather	   specific	   angle.	   Regardless	   of	  whether	   they	   give	   priority	   to	   long	   term	   processes	   at	   work	   or	   short	   term,	   individual	  influences,	  they	  all	  encounter	  the	  period	  from	  subjects	  such	  as:	  conflicts	  during	  Détente,	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  47	  Flynn,	  G.	  et	  al.,	  The	  Public,	  8.	  	  48	  Ibidem,	  122-­‐125.	  	  49	  Ibidem,	  143-­‐144.	  	  50	  Ibidem,	  9.	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the	  containment	  strategy,	  domestic	  politics	  on	  troop	  withdrawals,	  the	  troop	  presence	  in	  Europe,	  the	  Senate	  on	  troop	  withdrawals,	  policy-­‐making	  in	  the	  United	  States,	  European	  public	  opinions,	  and	  public	  opinions	  towards	  NATO	  and	  the	  military.	  	  Shortly,	   the	   existing	   literature	   can	   be	   said	   to	   focus	   on	   themes	   such	   as;	  cooperation	   and	   conflict	   in	   the	   Atlantic	   Alliance,	   the	   influence	   of	   isolationism	   in	  American	   politics,	   or	   a	   change	   of	   climate	   in	   the	   Cold	   War.	   All	   these	   themes	   can	   be	  studied	  very	  well	  on	  their	  own,	  but	  it	  should	  not	  be	  underestimated	  that	  they	  influence	  each	  other	  as	  well.	  What	  makes	  this	  thesis	  special	  is	  that	  it	  assesses	  the	  role	  of	  European	  opinions	   in	  American	  policy,	  whereas	  American	   foreign	  policy	   is	   usually	   studied	   from	  domestic	  considerations,	  or	  out	  of	  themes	  such	  as	  Cold	  War	  strategy	  or	  Isolationism.	  In	  this	   sense,	   this	   thesis	   adds	   to	   the	   debate	   that	   it	  will	   become	   clear	   how	   the	   American	  policy-­‐makers	   were	   informed	   on	   how	   European	   opinions	   on	   American	   foreign	   policy	  were	   at	   the	   time,	   and	   how	   (if	   at	   all)	   European	   opinions	   influenced	   American	   policy-­‐makers	  when	  it	  came	  to	  the	  debate	  on	  troop	  withdrawals	  from	  Europe	  during	  the	  Nixon	  presidency.	   In	   this	   sense,	   it	   is	   new	   because	   it	   incorporates	   an	   external	   factor	   (the	  European	  opinions)	  in	  a	  study	  that	  deals	  with	  a	  domestic	  debate.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   22	  
1.	  The	  background	  to	  the	  debate.	  	  	  	  
Troop	  deployments	  and	  strategy	  under	  Kennedy	  and	  Johnson.	  
	   Right	   after	   the	   end	   of	   the	   Second	   World	   War,	   a	   big	   American	   force	   was	  maintained	   in	  Western	   Europe	   to	  make	   sure	   that	   the	   safety	   of	   the	   subcontinent	   was	  safeguarded.	   Thereafter,	   during	   a	   hearing	   on	   the	   North	   Atlantic	   Treaty,	   critique	   soon	  came	  from	  the	  Senate	  on	  the	  nature	  of	  the	  troop	  presence	  in	  Europe.	  The	  fear	  expressed	  by	   Senator	   Bourke	   B.	   Hickenlooper	   was	   that	   the	   troop	   presence	   in	   Europe	   was	   to	  become	  more	  or	  less	  permanent.51	  With	  hindsight,	  of	  course,	  Hickenlooper’s	  fear	  turned	  out	   true,	  but	   for	  a	   long	  time,	   the	  realistic	  prospect	   for	  policy	  makers	  on	  this	   topic	  was	  that	   the	   American	   troop	   presence	   in	   Europe	   was	   of	   a	   temporary	   nature	   instead	   of	   a	  permanent	  one.	  According	  to	  Rosato,	  this	  remained	  the	  prevailing	  view	  until	  at	  least	  the	  early	  sixties.52	  Some	  motives	  against	  the	  imminent	  reduction	  of	  troops	  in	  Europe,	  were	  that	   the	   allies’	   belief	   in	   the	   American	   commitment	   was	   bound	   to	   the	   troop	   presence	  there,	  and	  that	  actual	  or	  proposed	  troop	  reductions	  would	  have	  the	  effect	  of	  diminishing	  defense	  efforts	  among	  the	  allies	  in	  Europe.53	  	  	   With	   the	   presidency	   of	   Kennedy,	   however,	   the	   situation	   began	   to	   change.	   Not	  only	  did	  Dean	  Acheson	  have	  doubts	  about	  the	  sincerity	  of	  Kennedy’s	  commitment	  to	  the	  maintenance	  of	   a	   conventional	   force	   in	  Europe,	   but	   also	  was	   the	  balance	  of	   payments	  situation	   becoming	   a	   problem	   for	   the	   troop	   deployments	   in	   Europe.54	   The	   economic	  situation,	  which	  shall	  later	  be	  discussed,	  started	  to	  play	  a	  significant	  role	  in	  the	  debates	  concerning	   troop	   deployment	   in	   Europe	   from	   this	   phase	   onwards.	   Of	   theoretical	  importance	  in	  this	  period,	  is	  that	  there	  were	  changes	  in	  the	  geopolitical	  strategy	  of	  the	  United	   States.	   The	   strategy	   of	   massive	   retaliation	   was	   converted	   into	   the	   strategy	   of	  flexible	   responses	   under	   Kennedy.	   This	   provided	   for	   a	   flexible	   nuclear	   force	   while	  maintaining	   and	   increasing	   conventional	   capabilities	   to	  deal	  with	   a	   variety	  of	  military	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crises.55	  The	  strategy	  concerning	  nuclear	  matters	  specifically,	  evolved	  into	  what	  came	  to	  be	   called	   the	   McNamara	   Doctrine	   in	   1962.	   This	   meant	   that	   deterrence	   should	   be	  extended	  to	  third	  parties	   in	  order	  to	  not	  only	  be	  capable	  of	   fighting	  a	  nuclear	  war,	  but	  also	  to	  be	  able	  to	  control	  it	  if	  necessary.	  This	  was	  specifically	  aimed	  at	  nuclear	  matters,	  but	  speaking	  more	  generally,	  this	  new	  doctrine	  can	  be	  said	  to	  have	  increased	  the	  level	  of	  international	  commitment.	  Occurring	   just	  after	   the	  Berlin	  crisis,	   this	  renewed	  doctrine	  was	  of	  particular	  importance	  for	  Western	  Europe.56	  	  	  	   But	   having	   a	   well-­‐formulated	   strategy	   did	   not	   necessarily	   mean	   that	   this	  translated	  neatly	  into	  policy.	  Senior	  U.S.	  officials	  did	  not	  necessarily	  believe	  that	  the	  call	  for	   increased	   conventional	   capabilities	   was	   strategically	   relevant,	   but	   rather	   that	   is	  served	  a	  political	  goal.	  In	  this	  sense,	  the	  call	  for	  enlarged	  conventional	  forces	  in	  Europe	  under	   the	  rationale	  of	   flexible	  responses	  was	   less	  powerful.	  With	  already	  six	  divisions	  stationed	   in	  Europe,	   the	  United	  States	  was	   already	  heavily	  occupied	   in	  Europe	  during	  the	   presidency	   of	   Kennedy,	   and	   despite	   the	   intention	   of	   an	   increase	   in	   conventional	  forces	  on	  the	  grounds	  of	  deterrence	  with	  flexible	  responses,	  Kennedy	  actually	  withdrew	  conventional	  forces	  from	  Europe.57	  	  	   The	   situation	   that	   Lyndon	   B.	   Johnson	   inherited	   was	   thus	   one	   of	   increased	  international	  commitment.	  The	  strategy	  of	  deterrence	  by	  flexible	  responses	  did	  however	  not	  mean	  a	  broad	  commitment	  throughout	  the	  government	  to	  keep	  a	  large	  conventional	  force	   in	   Europe.	   According	   to	   McNamara	   in	   late	   1966,	   even	   a	   decrease	   of	   troops	   in	  Europe	  down	  to	  75,000	  men	  would,	  together	  with	  the	  threat	  of	  nuclear	  responses,	  still	  be	  a	  highly	  effective	  way	  of	  deterrence	  against	  a	  Soviet	  attack	  on	  Western	  Europe.	  The	  rationale	  behind	  the	  military	  commitments	  to	  Europe	  were	  however	  not	  only	  decided	  by	  strategically	  or	  military	  considerations,	  but	  political	  considerations	  as	  well:	   the	   fear	  of	  De	  Gaulle’s	  hegemonic	  intentions,	  which	  shall	  later	  be	  discussed,	  and	  the	  integration	  of	  West	  Germany	  into	  the	  political	  fabric,	  were	  more	  important	  factors	  of	  influence	  for	  the	  maintaining	  of	  a	  conventional	  force	  in	  Europe,	  than	  the	  fulfilment	  of	  deterrence	  was.58	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So	   during	   the	   presidency	   of	   Johnson,	   just	   as	   with	   the	   presidency	   of	   Kennedy,	  political	  considerations	  were	   important	  alongside	  strategically	  military	  considerations.	  The	   renewed	   international	   commitment	  was	  however	   the	   case	   for	  Western	  Europe	  as	  well	  as	  for	  Vietnam.	  This	  double	  agenda	  made	  the	  situation	  even	  more	  precarious,	  and	  made	  it	  easier	  for	  Congress	  to	  call	  for	  troop	  reductions.	  Furthermore,	  the	  arrangements	  between	  the	  U.S.	  and	  Germany	  to	  offset	  the	  inequality	  in	  the	  balance	  of	  payments	  were	  no	   longer	  sufficient	  because	  Western	  Germany	  could	  no	   longer	  afford	  the	  payments.	   It	  was	   in	   this	   atmosphere	   that	   in	   September	   1966,	   the	   Mansfield	   Resolution	   was	  introduced	   in	   the	   Senate.	   This	   called	   for	   a	   substantial	   reduction	   in	   NATO	   forces.	   As	  Zimmermann	  Notes,	   Johnson	   in	  principle	   agreed	  with	   the	  Mansfield	  Resolution,	   but	   it	  was	  his	  own	  awareness	  of	  his	  historical	  legacy	  that	  made	  him	  decide	  not	  to	  pull	  troops	  out	  of	  Europe,	  together	  with	  West	  German	  concessions	  on	  monetary	  issues.59	  	  	  
The	  wider	  context	  of	  Détente.	  	   Before	  assessing	  the	  debate	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  troop	  strength	  in	  Europe	  during	  the	  presidencies	  preceding	  Nixon,	  it	  is	  wise	  to	  also	  shed	  light	  on	  the	  context	  of	  Détente	  that	  had	  taken	  shape	  by	  the	  time	  of	  the	  presidency	  of	  Nixon.	  Traditionally,	  the	  start	  of	  the	  era	  of	  Détente	  is	  seen	  in	  the	  year	  1969.	  It	  is	  of	  course	  important	  to	  acknowledge	  that	  it	  was	  not	  just	  in	  a	  year	  that	  the	  course	  of	  international	  politics	  was	  turned	  upside	  down.	  Coral	  Bell	   even	   traces	   the	   early	   roots	   of	   Détente	   all	   the	  way	   back	   to	   1953,	  with	   Churchill’s	  initiative	  towards	  Détente	  with	  the	  Soviet	  Union.60	  	  If	  we	  stick	  to	  Détente	  from	  the	  side	  of	  the	  United	  States,	  however,	  it	  can	  be	  said	  that	   a	   relaxation	   of	   tensions	  was	   gradually	   apparent	   from	   the	   Cuban	  Missile	   Crisis	   in	  1962	  onwards.	  A	  start	  was	  made	  with	   the	  construction	  of	   friendlier	   ties	  with	  China	   in	  the	   time	   of	   Kennedy.	   Under	   the	   presidency	   of	   Johnson,	   the	   policy	   of	   “peaceful	  engagement”	   was	   cautiously	   being	   launched,	   which	   meant	   a	   new	   policy	   towards	   the	  Soviet	   Union.61	   In	   1966	   and	   1967,	   Johnson	  was	   still	   an	   advocate	   of	   Détente	  with	   the	  Soviet	  Union,	  because	  he	  specifically	  postponed	   tackling	   the	  German	  problem	  because	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this	  could	  stand	  in	  the	  way	  of	  it.62	  Bell	  acknowledges	  that	  the	  Vietnam	  War	  was	  starting	  to	  absorb	  too	  much	  time	  and	  energy	  to	  leave	  space	  for	  initiatives	  of	  Détente	  to	  flourish.	  In	   his	   opinion,	   however,	   the	   relationships	   between	   the	   Soviet	   Union	   and	   the	   United	  States	   slowly	   but	   gradually	   improved	   from	   the	   Cuban	   Missile	   Crisis	   onwards.63	   The	  stance	   taken	   by	   J.R.	   Greene	   is	   different,	   however.	   In	   his	   view,	   Johnson	   was	   largely	  unsuccessful	   in	  extending	   the	   initiatives	   taken	  by	  Kennedy.	  He	  sees	   the	  preoccupation	  with	  Vietnam	  as	  responsible	   for	   this	  course	  of	  events,	  and	  this	  also	  allowed	  the	  Soviet	  Union	   to	   close	   in	   on	   the	   United	   States	   in	   military	   capacity.	   The	   concluding	   of	   an	  agreement	   limiting	   Anti	   Ballistic	   Missiles	   (ABM)	   failed	   in	   1967,	   and	   after	   the	   1968	  Prague	  Spring,	  relations	  between	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  and	  the	  United	  States	  got	  even	  worse.	  These	   events	   lead	   Greene	   to	   conclude	   that	   at	   the	   time	   that	   Nixon	   took	   office,	  relationships	  had	  not	   been	   gradually	   improving,	   but	   instead	   reached	   a	  new	   low	  point	  since	  the	  Cuban	  Missile	  crisis.64	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  The	   reason	   why	   Détente	   has	   traditionally	   been	   dated	   from	   the	   year	   1969	   is	  because	  in	  that	  year,	  Brandt	  and	  Kissinger	  arrived	  as	  policy-­‐makers	  in	  Germany	  and	  the	  United	  States.	  Another	  reason	   is	   that	   the	  relation	  between	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  and	  China	  was	  heavily	  deteriorating	  in	  this	  period.65	  What	  is	  also	  important	  in	  this	  context	  is	  that	  the	   first	   round	  of	  negotiations	   started	   for	   the	   Strategic	  Arms	  Limitation	  Talks	   (SALT).	  What	  was	   important	   for	   the	  beginning	  of	   these	   talks	  however,	  was	   the	  Harmel	  report,	  named	  after	  the	  Belgian	  Foreign	  Minister	  Pierre	  Harmel.	  For	  a	  better	  understanding	  of	  the	  SALT	  negotiations	  and	  the	  era	  of	  Détente	  that	  followed,	  it	  seems	  wise	  to	  take	  a	  look	  at	  the	  importance	  of	  the	  Harmel	  report.	  	  The	   article	   of	   F.	   Bozo	   is	   a	   good	   starting	   point	   to	   assess	   the	   importance	   of	   the	  Harmel	  report.	  What	  should	  be	  taken	  into	  account,	  however,	  is	  that	  he	  views	  the	  1960’s	  as	   a	   period	   in	   which	   Détente	   was	   already	   apparent.	   In	   his	   view,	   “the	   changing	  
international	  context,	  which,	  by	  the	  mid-­60s,	  was	  dominated	  by	  the	  war	  in	  Vietnam	  and	  the	  
emerging	   Détente	   in	   Europe”	   was	   among	   the	   factors,	   which	   explain	   the	   origins	   of	   the	  Harmel	  exercise.	  Not	  only	  does	  this	  differ	  from	  the	  view	  that	  Détente	  only	  significantly	  took	  off	  from	  1969	  onwards,	  but	  it	  also	  presupposes	  that	  the	  report	  was	  a	  result	  rather	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than	   a	   cause	   of	   Détente.66	   Lundestad	   states	   that	   the	   Harmel	   report	   was	   the	   key	  document	   in	   redefining	  NATO’s	   role	   in	   a	  period	  of	  Détente,	   but	  on	   the	  other	  hand,	  he	  stresses	  that	  one	  new	  function	  NATO	  got	  from	  the	  report,	  was	  to	  “pursue	  the	  search	  for	  
progress	  towards	  a	  more	  stable	  relationship	  in	  which	  underlying	  issues	  can	  be	  solved”.67	  In	  this	  sense,	  it	  can	  be	  said	  that	  the	  Harmel	  report	  justified	  and	  ratified	  the	  official	  goal	  of	  pursuit	  of	  Détente	  instead	  of	  being	  either	  result	  or	  cause.	  	  By	   promoting	   Détente	   as	   an	   official	   goal	   within	   NATO,	   the	   American	   policy-­‐makers	   tried	   to	   preserve	   the	   cohesion	   within	   the	   alliance,	   especially	   in	   relation	   to	  France.	   The	   official	   point	   of	   view	  with	  which	   the	   Harmel	   report	  was	   initiated	  was	   of	  course	  more	  aimed	  at	  the	  general	  redefinition	  of	   the	  purpose	  of	  NATO:	  “The	  Council	  …	  
considers	  it	  essential	  to	  analyse	  the	  political	  events	  which	  have	  occurred	  since	  the	  Treaty	  
was	  signed,	  with	  a	  view	  to	  ascertaining	  their	   influence	  on	   international	  relations	  and	  on	  
the	   alliance	   itself.”68	   Pierre	   Harmel	   himself,	   however,	   did	   explicitly	   name	   the	   need	   to	  come	  to	  a	  better	  relationship	  with	  the	  communist	  world	  by	  means	  of	  “laying	  stress	  on	  the	  
convergent	  efforts	  towards	  a	  Détente	  with	  the	  East-­European	  Communist	  World”.69	  	  When	  the	  Harmel	  report	  was	  ready,	  it	  clearly	  expressed	  the	  need	  to	  unanimously	  pursue	   a	   policy	   of	   Détente	   vis-­‐à-­‐vis	   the	   Soviet	   Union	   and	   Eastern	   Europe:	   “Each	   Ally	  
should	  play	   its	   full	  part	   in	  promoting	  an	   improvement	   in	  relations	  with	   the	  Soviet	  Union	  
and	  the	  countries	  of	  Eastern	  Europe,	  bearing	  in	  mind	  that	  the	  pursuit	  of	  Détente	  must	  not	  
be	  allowed	  to	  split	  the	  Alliance.”70	  With	  this,	  the	  report	  made	  it	  an	  official	  policy	  within	  NATO	  to	  pursue	  Détente	  in	  the	  cold	  war.	  In	  the	  view	  of	  Lundestad,	  the	  United	  States	  had	  used	   the	   debates	   around	   the	   Harmel	   report	   to	   strengthen	   NATO	   and	   reduce	   the	  challenge	  from	  de	  Gaulle.	  In	  this,	  NATO	  took	  the	  lead	  in	  Détente,	  and	  opened	  a	  road	  to	  a	  policy	  on	  Mutual	  and	  Balanced	  Force	  Reductions	  (MBFR).71	  The	  effects	  of	  those	  efforts,	  however,	  were	  only	  to	  come	  with	  the	  presidency	  of	  Nixon.	  It	   is	   almost	   impossible	   to	   assess	   the	   wider	   context	   of	   Détente	   without	   paying	  attention	  to	  de	  Gaulle.	  When	  Charles	  de	  Gaulle	  became	  president	  of	  France,	  the	  United	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  66	  Bozo,	  F.,	  Detente	  versus	  Alliance:	  France,	  the	  United	  States	  and	  the	  politics	  of	  the	  Harmel	  
report	  (1964-­1968),	  344.	  	  67	  Lundestad,	  G.,	  The	  United	  States,	  131.	  	  68	  Extract	  on	  the	  Council’s	  adoption	  of	  Harmel’s	  resolution,	  December	  16,	  1966.	  	  69	  Extract	  on	  the	  reasons	  for	  Mr.	  Harmel’s	  proposal	  being	  accepted,	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  15,	  1966.	  70	  Report	  by	  the	  Special	  Group	  on	  the	  Future	  Tasks	  of	  the	  Alliance	  to	  the	  Council	  in	  ministerial	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  28,	  1967.	  71	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States	  initially	  thought	  of	  him	  as	  a	  reliable	  ally.	  With	  time,	  however,	  it	  became	  clear	  that	  one	   of	   the	   main	   objectives	   of	   de	   Gaulle	   was	   to	   restore	   the	   grandeur	   of	   France	   in	  international	   politics,	   and	   with	   that	   also	   came	   control	   over	   its	   own	   territory.72	   He	  envisioned	  Europe	  under	   the	   leadership	   of	   France	   as	   one	  of	   the	  big	   power	  blocs.73	   In	  broader	  terms,	  as	  Hanhimäki	  called	  it,	  what	  de	  Gaulle	  really	  wanted	  to	  do	  was	  “challenge	  the	  American	  design	  of	  the	  transatlantic	  framework”,	  whereby	  there	  would	  be	  a	  severe	  reduction	  in	  American	  involvement	  in	  European	  affairs.	  The	  veto	  to	  British	  entrance	  in	  the	  EEC,	  and	  the	  Elysée	  Treaty	  were	  examples	  of	  this.	  In	  1966,	  de	  Gaulle	  withdrew	  the	  French	   forces	   from	   integrated	   NATO	   command,	   which	   did	   no	   good	   to	   transatlantic	  relations.	  The	  French	  withdrawal	  was	  not	  all	  that	  bad,	  however,	  because	  France	  decided	  to	  keep	  their	  troops	  in	  Germany.74	  	  	   Lundestad	  describes	  the	  attitude	  of	  France	  on	  the	  American	  presence	  in	  Europe	  as	   follows.	   “It	  was	  bad	   if	   the	  United	  States	  dominated	  Europe,	   but	   it	  was	  probably	   even	  
worse	   if	   it	   withdrew	   from	   Europe...”	   That	   according	   to	   de	   Gaulle,	   the	   American	  involvement	  was	  necessary,	   is	   testified	  by	  the	  fact	   that	   in	  times	  of	  a	  heightened	  Soviet	  threat,	  he	  stressed	  the	  importance	  of	  the	  American	  presence,	  as	  happened	  right	  after	  the	  Second	  World	  War,	  and	  after	   the	  Soviet	   invasion	  of	  Czechoslovakia	   in	  1968.75	  Clear	  as	  this	  may	  sound	  nowadays,	  at	  the	  time,	  the	  idea	  of	  how	  the	  American	  troop	  presence	  in	  Europe	   was	   perceived	   by	   de	   Gaulle,	   was	   not	   as	   clear-­‐cut.	   The	   uncertainty	   about	   the	  attitude	  of	  de	  Gaulle	  is	  shown	  by	  a	  message	  from	  the	  United	  States	  ambassador	  in	  Paris	  to	  Washington:	  “The	  biggest	  diplomatic	  coup	  de	  Gaulle	  might	  dream	  of	  would	  be	  to	  start	  
[the]	   process	   of	   German	   reunification	   which	   would	   lead	   to	   permanent	   restrictions	   on	  
Germany’s	  military	  establishment	  and	  [the]	  acceptance	  of	  the	  Oder-­Neisse	  line,	  guaranteed	  
by	  the	  nuclear	  powers,	  and,	  of	  course,	  the	  departure	  of	  American	  troops	  from	  Europe.”76	  	  So	  it	  can	  be	  seen	  that	  nowadays,	   it	   is	  believed	  that	  de	  Gaulle	  was	  in	  principle	  in	  favour	  of	  an	  American	  troop	  presence	  in	  Europe,	  but	  at	  the	  time,	  there	  were	  people	  who	  thought	   otherwise.	   The	   influence	   of	   foreign	   opinions	   on	   the	   debate	   around	   troop	  reductions	  shall	  later	  be	  discussed	  later,	  but	  for	  now,	  it	  seems	  sufficient	  to	  say	  that	  there	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  Trachtenberg,	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  74	  Lundestad,	  G.,	  The	  United	  States,	  130.	  	  75	  Ibidem,	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was	  no	  clear	  certainty	  that	  France	  under	  de	  Gaulle	  was	  clearly	  in	  favour	  of	  the	  American	  troop	  presence	  in	  Europe.	  	  
The	  economic	  situation.	  	  Initially,	   the	   economic	   recovery	   of	   Western	   Europe	   was	   something	   the	   United	  States	  massively	   invested	   in	  with	   the	  Marshall	   plan.	   The	   logic	   behind	   this	  was	   that	   a	  stronger	  Western	  Europe	  would	  be	  a	  more	  powerful	  ally	  against	  the	  Soviet	  Union.	  In	  the	  1960’s	  however,	  Europe	  had	  significantly	  risen	  in	  economic	  power	  and	  began	  to	  become	  an	  economic	  competitor	  to	  the	  United	  States.	  In	  principle,	  the	  United	  States	  was	  pleased	  with	   economic	   strong	   allies	   in	   Europe,	   but	   when	   they	   began	   to	   compete	   with	   the	  American	  economy,	  problems	  soon	  arose.	  The	  relation	  between	  the	  economic	  situation	  and	  the	  troop	  levels	  in	  Europe	  was	  of	   importance	   long	   before	   the	   Presidency	   of	   Nixon.	   In	   the	   fall	   of	   1963	   for	   instance,	  Kennedy	   almost	   decided	   to	   withdraw	   a	   substantial	   number	   of	   troops	   from	   Europe.77	  With	  Johnson	  came	  a	  period	  of	  increased	  international	  commitment,	  and	  with	  the	  West	  Germans	  not	  being	  able	  to	  meet	  the	  offset	  payments,	  pressure	  built	  on	  Johnson	  to	  pull	  out	   troops.	   Johnson’s	   commitment	   to	   the	   troop	   presence	   and	   the	   deal	   with	   West	  Germany	   on	   cooperation	   in	   the	   management	   of	   the	   Dollar	   eventually	   prevented	   this	  from	  happening.78	  At	   the	  heart	  of	   the	  problems	  was	   the	   fact	   that	   the	  United	  States	  was	   running	  a	  deficit	  in	  the	  balance	  of	  payments.	  This	  began	  in	  the	  early	  1950’s.	  With	  the	  deficit	  being	  just	   above	   zero	   the	   preceding	   year,	   it	   changed	   to	   -­‐3,6	   billion	   in	   1950.	   After	   an	  improvement	  in	  the	  year	  1951,	  with	  the	  balance	  at	  only	  -­‐0.3	  billion,	   it	  moved	  around	  -­‐1.0	  to	  -­‐2.0	  billion	  dollar.	  After	  the	  remarkably	  good	  year	  of	  1957,	  which	  amounted	  for	  a	  surplus	  of	  0.5	  billion,	  the	  balance	  of	  payment	  plunged	  to	  -­‐3.5	  billion	  and	  continued	  to	  fall	  more	  or	  less	  gradually	  towards	  around	  -­‐6	  billion	  in	  1970.79	  The	  balance	  of	  payments	  on	  the	  whole	  in	  the	  period	  from	  1960	  to	  1970,	  shows	  that	  the	  deficit	  grew	  only	  marginally	  in	  the	  first	  half	  decade;	  from	  4	  to	  4.5	  billion,	  but	  significantly	  in	  the	  second	  half:	  from	  4.5	  to	  over	  6	  billion.	  Although	  there	  are	  many	  factors	  at	  work	  in	  the	  calculations	  that	  led	  to	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these	  numbers,	  one	  thing	  stands	  out:	  in	  the	  second	  half	  of	  the	  1960’s,	  both	  the	  balance	  of	  payments	  deficit	  and	  the	  defense	  expenditures	  grew	  at	  a	  much	  faster	  pace	  than	  before.80	  Not	  surprisingly,	  this	  was	  attributable	  to	  the	  Vietnam	  War.	  	  The	   reason	  why	   this	  was	   so	   alarming	  was	   that	   the	  Dollar	  was	   still	   tied	   to,	   and	  backed	   by	   gold.	   When	   the	   deficit	   became	   too	   big,	   foreign	   countries	   might	   decide	   to	  exchange	   their	   dollar	   holdings	   for	   gold,	   thereby	   weakening	   the	   Dollar	   position	   even	  further.	   The	   outflow	   of	   gold	   only	   started	   to	   become	   a	   problem	   from	   1960	   onwards	  however81	  Prior	  to	  that,	  foreign	  holders	  of	  dollar	  claims	  still	  preferred	  to	  get	  their	  hands	  on	   dollar	   liquidity	   instead	   of	   gold.	   Around	   1965,	   the	   tide	   had	   turned,	   and	   the	   gold	  reserves	  of	   the	  EEC	  countries	   roughly	  equalled	  or	   even	   surpassed	   those	  of	   the	  United	  States.82	  At	  this	  time,	  the	  position	  of	  the	  Dollar	  had	  become	  under	  a	  lot	  of	  stress,	  and	  this	  was	   accelerated	   by	   Vietnam-­‐related	   expenditures	   and	   the	   Great	   Society	   Programs	   of	  Johnson,	  which	  also	  led	  to	  instability	  of	  confidence	  in	  the	  Dollar	  and	  inflation.83	  There	  were	   two	  main	  ways	   this	   problem	  was	   being	   taken	   care	   of	   at	   the	   time;	  making	   offsetting	   agreements	   with	   Germany,	   and	   pursuing	   the	   allies	   in	   Europe	   to	  manage	   their	   currencies	   to	   the	   benefit	   of	   the	   Dollar.	   The	   offset	   agreements	   with	  Germany	   effectively	   said	   that	   said	   that	   in	   exchange	   for	   military	   presence	   in	   West	  Germany,	   the	   weapons	   in	   Germany	   had	   to	   be	   bought	   from	   the	   United	   States.	   In	   this	  seemingly	  quid	  pro	  quo	  deal,	   the	  Dollars	   that	   left	   the	  United	  States	   for	  West	  Germany,	  flowed	   right	   back	   into	   the	   country,	   offsetting	   the	  balance	   of	   payments	  deficit.84	   These	  offset	   agreements	   did	   not	   always	   work	   out	   perfectly,	   and	   did	   not	   solve	   everything	  however.	  	  When	   all	   currencies	   would	   have	   cooperated	   with	   the	   Dollar,	   the	   system	   could	  have	   been	   stable	   for	  much	   longer.	   The	   currency	   that	   was	  most	   cooperating	   with	   the	  American	  policy,	  the	  German	  Mark,	  was	  still	  in	  a	  relatively	  strong	  position.	  The	  Germans	  were	  willing	  to	  cooperate	  with	  the	  Americans	  on	  the	  monetary	  system	  more	  than	  others,	  and	  due	  to	  this,	  the	  position	  of	  the	  Dollar	  was	  being	  kept	  intact	  for	  the	  moment,	  but	  the	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basic	   illness	  of	   the	  system	  remained.85	  Nevertheless,	   the	  problems	  with	   the	  balance	  of	  payments	   were	   hard	   to	   deal	   with,	   and	   for	   some,	   it	   was	   a	   justification	   to	   call	   for	   a	  reduction	   of	   American	   troops	   stationed	   in	   Europe.	   And	  with	   the	   situation	  worsening,	  Nixon	  inherited	  these	  growing	  problems	  from	  his	  predecessors.	  	  
The	  Vietnam	  War.	  	  
	   It	   is	   interesting	  to	  compare	  the	  figures	  of	  the	  balance	  of	  payments	  deficit	   to	  the	  data	   available	   on	   troop	  deployments	   in	  Europe.	   Zimmermann	  gives	   the	  data	   on	   troop	  strength	   in	   Germany,	   and	   although	   there	   were	  more	   American	   troops	   deployed	   than	  only	   in	   Germany,	   it	   still	   made	   up	   for	   the	   lion’s	   share	   of	   American	   troops	   on	   the	  continent,	  so	  it	  can	  serve	  as	  useful	  data.	  	  As	  we	  have	  seen,	   financial	   situation	  showed	  relative	   stability	   in	   the	   first	  half	  of	  the	  1960’s	  and	  deteriorated	  in	  the	  second	  half.	  The	  balance	  of	  payments	  situation	  was	  tied	  to	  the	  number	  of	  men	  employed	  because	  the	  foreign	  military	  expenditures	  were	  a	  part	  of	  the	  balance	  of	  payments.	  The	  troop	  strength	  did	  not	  follow	  the	  same	  pattern	  as	  the	  balance	  of	  payments	  statistics,	  however.	  The	  first	  half	  of	  the	  decade,	  which	  showed	  a	  relative	   stability	   in	   the	   financial	   situation,	   was	   actually	   accompanied	   by	   a	   rise	   in	   the	  number	   of	   troops	   employed	   in	   Europe.	   The	   troop	   strength	   rose	   in	   the	   first	   half	   from	  259,000	  to	  over	  300,000,	  and	  then	  fell	  back	  to	  245,000	  in	  1970.86	  So	  when	  the	  financial	  problems	  increased,	  the	  number	  of	  troops	  employed	  in	  Europe	  was	  actually	  decreasing.	  This,	  of	  course,	  had	  everything	   to	  do	  with	   the	  Vietnam	  War,	  as	  more	  and	  more	   troops	  were	  needed	  in	  Vietnam	  when	  the	  situation	  was	  escalated	  by	  Johnson.	  Nevertheless,	  the	  cost	  of	  troop	  deployment	  in	  Europe	  stayed	  a	  debated	  matter,	  but	  it	  was	  the	  Vietnam	  War	  that	  made	  the	  situation	  so	  imminent.	  	  	  The	  data	  Duffield	  uses	  for	  the	  American	  troops	  in	  Germany	  differ	  from	  those	  used	  by	   Zimmermann,	   but	   nevertheless	   show	   the	   same	  movements:	   troop	   strength	   rose	   in	  the	   first	   half	   of	   the	   decade,	   and	   declined	   again	   in	   the	   second	   half.	   The	   total	   of	   NATO	  troops	  and	  divisions	   in	   the	   region	   showed	  a	  different	  pattern	  however.	   From	  1960	   to	  1965,	  the	  total	  of	  divisions	  and	  troops	  rose	  significantly,	  but	  in	  the	  following	  five	  years,	  it	  barely	  declined.	  Using	  the	  data	  of	  Duffield,	   the	  percentage	  of	  United	  States	  troops	  of	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total	   troops	   in	   NATO	   went	   from	   26	   percent	   in	   1960,	   to	   24	   percent	   in	   1965,	   and	  eventually	  fell	   further	  to	  20	  percent	  in	  1970.87	  So	  in	  the	  second	  half	  of	  the	  1960’s,	   in	  a	  time	  when	  the	  Vietnam	  war	  was	  taking	  more	  and	  more	  money	  and	  men,	  the	  American	  share	  that	  was	  taken	  in	  Europe,	  actually	  declined	  in	  relative	  as	  well	  as	  absolute	  terms.	  In	   the	   early	   1960’s,	   policy-­‐making	   under	   the	   presidency	   of	   Kennedy	   was	   still	  different.	  The	  reason	   for	  Kennedy	   to	  be	   in	   favour	  of	   troop	  withdrawals	   is	   that	  he	  was	  heavily	   occupied	   with	   the	   strength	   of	   the	   dollar,	   which	   he	   saw	   as	   a	   vital	   element	   of	  American	  power.	  The	  opinion	  of	  Kennedy	  was	  that	  a	  situation	  in	  which	  the	  United	  States	  had	   to	   seek	   economic	   favours	   from	   Europe,	   was	   intolerable,	   and	   that	   a	   reduction	   of	  military	   forces	   in	   Germany	  was	   a	   serious	   option.	   The	   preoccupation	   of	   Kennedy	  with	  economic	  issues	  instead	  of	  military	  issues,	   is	  shown	  clearly	  in	  a	  meeting	  with	  the	  Joint	  Chiefs	  of	  Staff:	  “The	  President	  expressed	   in	  no	  uncertain	  terms	  that	  de	  Gaulle	  has	  money	  
and	   not	   much	   else	   on	   his	   side	   and	   that	   it	   is	   absolutely	   essential	   for	   us	   to	   protect	   our	  
monetary	   position.	   Otherwise,	   we	   might	   be	   so	   poor	   that	   we	   would	   have	   to	   withdraw	  
everywhere,	  not	  just	  reduce	  our	  forces	  in	  Europe.”88	  In	   1962	   and	   1963	   however,	   the	   debate	   around	   troop	  withdrawals	   largely	   took	  place	   within	   the	   Kennedy	   administration,	   instead	   of	   between	   the	   White	   House	   and	  Congress.	  The	  following	  passage	  shows	  that	  the	  debate	  around	  the	  balance	  of	  payments	  and	  military	   spending	   took	   place	  within	   the	  Kennedy	   administration.	   In	   this	  meeting,	  Johnson	  asks	  about	   the	  measures	  to	  strengthen	  the	  balance	  of	  payments	  position,	   that	  were	  agreed	  upon	  under	  the	  presidency	  of	  Kennedy:	  “The	  President	  …	  asked	  him	  about	  
the	   alleged	   failure	   to	   carry	   out	   reductions	   of	  military	   spending	   abroad	  which	   had	   been	  
agreed	  upon.	  Secretary	  McNamara	  had	  pointed	  out	  that	  a	  proposed	  program	  of	  additional	  
reductions,	  which	   had	   been	   presented	   to	   President	   Kennedy	   in	   the	   fall	   of	   1963,	   had	   not	  
received	   his	   approval,	   because	   the	   Secretary	   of	   State	   –	   rightly,	   in	   his	   opinion	   –	   had	  
concluded	  that	  they	  would	  not	  be	  feasible	  for	  political	  reasons.”89	  This	  changed	  when	  the	  Vietnam	  War	  came,	  because	  this	  element	  brought	  Congress	  back	  into	  the	  debate.	  90	  	  	  	  One	   thing	   that	   easily	   springs	   to	   mind	   when	   dealing	   with	   the	   influence	   of	   the	  Vietnam	   War	   on	   the	   debate	   around	   troop	   withdrawals	   is	   the	   notion	   of	   imperial	  overstretch.	  There	  is	  no	  easy	  way	  to	  measure	  this,	  however.	  It	  is	  nevertheless	  worth	  the	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effort	   to	   take	   a	   look	   at	   the	  magnitude	  of	   the	   employed	  personnel	   in	   the	   armed	   forces	  over	   the	   years,	   and	   the	   amounts	   of	  money	   spent	   on	  defense	   over	   different	   periods	   of	  time.	   When	   one	   looks	   at	   the	   numbers	   of	   total	   military	   personnel	   employed	   in	   the	  American	  military,	  it	  shows	  that	  in	  the	  years	  from	  1951	  to	  1954,	  and	  from	  1966	  to	  1970,	  there	  are	  clear	  peaks	  at	  which	  the	  number	  exceeds	  three	  million	  people.91	  It	  is	  of	  course	  no	  surprise	  that	  this	  relates	  with	  the	  Korean	  and	  Vietnam	  Wars,	  but	  nevertheless	  easy	  to	  see	  that	  this	  was	  accompanied	  by	  an	  enormous	  financial	  cost.	  	  A	   look	   at	   the	   inflation-­‐adjusted	   defense	   spending	   of	   the	   United	   States	   in	   this	  period	  shows	  the	  same	  peaks.	  Measured	  in	  constant	  dollars	  from	  the	  year	  2000,	  the	  two	  wars	  both	  tip	  the	  400	  billion	  Dollars	  annually,	  with	  the	  period	  in	  between	  only	  at	  a	  third	  of	  that	  level.	  When	  the	  statistics	  of	  GDP	  adjusted	  defense	  spending	  are	  looked	  into,	  the	  image	   also	   shows	   the	   same	   peaks,	   but	   with	   the	   difference	   that	   the	   Korean	   War	  consumed	   much	   more	   resources	   in	   these	   terms	   than	   the	   Vietnam	   War.	   During	   the	  Korean	  War,	  defense	  spending	  as	  percentage	  of	  GDP,	  rose	  to	  about	  14	  percent	  in	  1953,	  and	  after	  that	  gradually	  declined	  to	  under	  7	  percent	  in	  1965.	  After	  that,	  it	  began	  to	  rise	  again	  to	  just	  under	  10	  percent	  in	  1968,	  after	  which	  it	  declined	  again	  to	  reach	  a	  new	  low	  point	  in	  1979.	  From	  that	  point	  onwards,	  it	  never	  exceeded	  a	  percentage	  of	  6	  again.92	  	  	  Based	  on	  this,	  one	  could	  speak	  of	  imperial	  overstretch.	  It	  was	  becoming	  more	  and	  more	   clear:	   the	   United	   States	   was	   experiencing	   difficulties	   with	   serving	   her	   “global	  interests”	   as	   the	  Year	   of	   Europe	   speech	  would	   later	   describe	   it.	   The	  dual	   problems	  of	  having	   enormous	   military	   numbers	   employed	   in	   Europe	   and	   Southeast	   Asia,	   while	  receiving	  no	  help	   from	   the	  allies,	   and	   running	  a	  balance	  of	  payments	  deficit	  while	   the	  European	  economy	  grew,	  was	  a	  situation	  in	  which	  concessions	  had	  to	  be	  made.	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2.	  New	  men	  in	  power.	  	  	   So	   the	   issues	   that	   were	   of	   importance	   during	   the	   Cold	   War	   in	   relation	   to	   the	  debate	  around	   troop	  withdrawals	  are	   set	  out.	  To	  get	  a	   clear	  picture	  of	  how	   the	  policy	  was	  made	  during	  the	  Presidency	  of	  Nixon,	  however,	  it	  is	  of	  importance	  that	  a	  distinction	  is	  made	  between	   the	  presidency	  of	  Nixon	   and	   the	   era	  prior	   to	  Nixon.	   In	   other	  words:	  what	  were	  the	  specific	  elements	  of	   the	  presidency	  of	  Nixon	  that	   influenced	  the	  debate	  around	  troop	  withdrawals.	  This	  can	  be	  done	  in	  a	  number	  of	  ways.	  	   Firstly,	  it	  is	  widely	  believed	  that	  with	  the	  advent	  of	  Nixon	  as	  President,	  together	  with	  Kissinger,	  changes	  were	  made	  to	  come	  to	  a	  more	  efficient	  way	  of	  policy-­‐making	  in	  the	  area	  of	  foreign	  policy.	  Since	  the	  debate	  on	  troop	  withdrawals	  from	  Europe	  fell	  under	  foreign	  policy,	  it	  seems	  wise	  to	  assess	  these	  changes	  to	  come	  to	  a	  better	  understanding	  of	  how	  this	  influenced	  the	  way	  in	  which	  policy	  on	  troop	  withdrawals	  was	  made.	  	  	   Secondly,	   a	   short	   overview	   of	   the	   events	   that	   were	   of	   significance	   during	   the	  presidency	  of	  Nixon	  shall	  be	  given.	  International	  diplomacy	  and	  politics	  are	  never	  static,	  and	  in	  the	  case	  of	  this	  period,	  some	  events	  of	  particular	   importance	  took	  place.	   In	  this	  way,	   the	   following	  events	  shall	  be	  given	  attention:	   the	  negotiations	  on	   the	  Mutual	  and	  Balanced	  Force	  Reductions	  (MBFR)	  and	  the	  Strategic	  Arms	  Limitation	  Talks	  (SALT),	  the	  Year	  of	  Europe,	  the	  breakdown	  of	  the	  Bretton	  Woods	  System,	  and	  the	  Watergate	  Crisis.	  It	   is	   impossible	   and	   unnecessary	   to	   give	   a	   full	   account	   of	   these	   events,	   so	   a	   small	  overview	  should	  be	  sufficient.	  	   Thirdly,	   an	   assessment	   shall	   be	   given	   on	   the	   relationship	   between	   Nixon	   and	  Congress	  during	  his	  presidency,	  and	  how	  Congress	  was	  composed.	  In	  this	  period,	  Nixon	  sat	   trough	   the	   91st,	   92nd,	   and	   93rd	   Congress.	   A	   different	   composition	   of	   Congress	   can	  have	   an	   influence	   on	   the	   way	   it	   behaves	   vis-­‐à-­‐vis	   the	   President,	   so	   for	   this	   reason	   it	  seems	  wise	  to	  shed	  light	  on	  the	  developments	  in	  the	  composition	  of	  Congress.	  Political	  alignment	  as	  well	  as	  geographical	  background	  shall	  be	  given	  attention	  for	  this	  purpose.	  	  	   Finally,	  an	  insight	  shall	  be	  given	  into	  how	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  Executive	  and	   Legislative	   branch	   was,	   and	   how	   this	   had	   changed.	   Not	   in	   the	   least	   case	   is	   this	  functional	   to	   get	   the	   view	   straight	   on	   how	   policy	   was	   normally	   made,	   but	   it	   is	   also	  important	  because	  this	  particular	  period	  is	  known	  to	  be	  a	  period	  in	  which	  the	  President	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had	  accumulated	  an	  unusual	  large	  amount	  of	  power	  in	  relation	  to	  Congress,	  as	  the	  book	  “The	  Imperial	  Presidency”	  from	  Arthur	  Schlesinger	  argues.	  	  	  	  	  
	  
Changes	  with	  the	  presidency	  of	  Nixon.	  	  	   In	   a	   close	   call,	  Nixon	  defeated	  Hubert	  Humphrey	   in	   the	  presidential	   election	  of	  1968.	  He	  was	  inaugurated	  as	  President	  of	  the	  Unites	  States	  on	  the	  twentieth	  of	  January	  1969.93	  Détente	   is	  often	   closely	   associated	  with	   the	  advent	  of	   the	  Nixon	  era,	   and	  with	  Henry	  Kissinger	  as	  Nixon’s	  National	  Security	  Adviser,	  and	   later,	  Secretary	  of	  State.	  But	  what	  made	  the	  presidency	  of	  Nixon	  so	  different	  from	  the	  preceding	  period?	  	  Both	  Nixon	  and	  Kissinger	  believed	  firmly	  that	  foreign	  policy	  was	  the	  main	  task	  of	  the	  President.	  The	  Nixon-­‐Kissinger	  strategy,	  as	  it	  came	  into	  being,	  had	  as	  ultimate	  goal	  the	  creation	  of	  a	  stable	  structure	  of	  peace,	  by	  means	  of	  combining	  superpower	  Détente	  with	   the	  Nixon	  doctrine.	  The	  Nixon	  doctrine,	  which	  signalled	  a	  retreat	   from	  big	  global	  military	   endeavours,	   was	   to	   make	   peace,	   combined	   with	   a	   rapprochement	   with	   the	  Soviet	   Union.94	   In	   domestic	   politics,	   the	   Nixon-­‐Kissinger	   strategy	   had	   the	   effect	   that	  domestic	  consensus	  was	  somewhat	  harder	  to	  reach,	  because	  the	  foreign	  policy	  approach	  was	  characterized	  by	  more	  manoeuvre	  and	  manipulation.95	  	  When	  Coral	  Bell	   talks	  about	   the	  year	  1969	  as	   take	  off	   for	  Détente,	  he	  mentions	  not	  only	  the	  significance	  of	  Kissinger,	  but	  also	  the	  emergence	  of	  Brandt	  as	  policy-­‐maker	  in	  Germany.	  Even	  before	  he	  became	  Chancellor,	  Brandt	  was	  convinced	  of	   the	   fact	   that	  the	  American	  commitment	  was	  not	  enough	  to	  solve	  the	  Berlin	  problem.	  To	  make	  steps	  to	  improve	  the	  situation	  of	  the	  divided	  country,	  he	  realized	  he	  needed	  to	  talk	  directly	  to	  East	   Germany	   and	   to	   the	   Soviet	   Union,	   and	   not	   just	   rely	   on	   the	   policy	   of	   the	   United	  States.96	  The	  Ostpolitik,	  as	   it	  was	   feared	  by	   the	  United	  States,	  however,	   could	  possibly	  result	   in	   the	   loosening	   of	   ties	   between	   West	   Germany	   and	   the	   Atlantic	   alliance,	   and	  could	  be	  a	  destabilizing	  factor	  for	  East-­‐West	  relations.	  Brandt	  was,	  however,	  still	  sincere	  in	  his	   loyalties	   to	   the	  western	  alliance,	  but	   the	  American	  policy-­‐makers	  were	  never	   to	  become	  real	  proponents	  of	  this	  new	  course	  in	  German	  policy.97	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  93	  Greene,	  J.R.,	  The	  Limits	  of	  Power,	  25.	  	  94	  Litwak,	  R.S.,	  Détente,	  4.	  	  95	  Ibidem,	  50.	  96	  Hanhimaki,	  J.M.	  et	  al.,	  Transatlantic	  Relations,	  67.	  97	  Lundestad,	  G.,	  The	  United	  States,	  172.	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But	   then	  what	  was	   so	   special	   about	   the	   arrival	   of	  Kissinger	   as	   a	   policy-­‐maker?	  Coral	  Bell	  explains	  the	  ideological	  background	  of	  the	  Secretary	  of	  State,	  and	  sees	  that	  he	  was	  clearly	  someone	  who	  was	  not	  likely	  to	  expect	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  to	  change	  in	  a	  society	  with	  liberal	  values.	  Instead,	  he	  was	  a	  traditionalist	  in	  Cold	  War	  philosophy,	  which	  meant	  that	  regardless	  of	  the	  values	  shared	  between	  the	  two	  power	  blocs,	  it	  is	  important	  to	  live	  together	  in	  peace	  by	  making	  a	  modus	  vivendi	  with	  each	  other.	  In	  this	  sense,	  diplomatic	  accommodation	   was	   the	   means	   of	   maintaining	   the	   cold	   war	   “cold”	   and	   promoting	  Détente	  if	  possible.98	  The	  atmosphere	  in	  American	  politics	  was	  changing	  at	  the	  time	  of	  1969	  however.	  Traditionally,	   foreign	   policy	   was	   made	   on	   the	   battleground	   where	   the	   president	   and	  Congress	  met.99	  This	   is	  all	   the	  more	  significant	   for	   the	  analysis	  of	   the	  debate	  on	   troop	  withdrawals,	   because	   Congress	   is	   seen	   as	   the	   prime	   proponent	   of	   troop	  withdrawals.	  The	  department	  of	  State,	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  had	  been	  in	  decline	  for	  some	  time,	  and	  until	  the	  promotion	  of	  Kissinger	  to	  Secretary	  of	  State,	  there	  was	  no	  strong	  man	  on	  this	  office,	  and	  the	  Secretary	  was	  regularly	  seen	  as	  a	  temporary	  phenomenon	  that	  had	  to	  be	  dealt	  with.100	   Also	   from	   the	   President’s	   perspective,	   the	   Secretary	  was	   seen	   as	   a	   person	   of	  trust	  without	  significant	   influence	  on	   foreign	  policy.	  Nixon	  even	  explicitly	  spoke	  about	  this	  position	  in	  this	  manner	  at	  the	  time	  it	  was	  occupied	  by	  William	  Rogers.101	  Kissinger	  eventually	  managed	  to	  break	  free	  from	  this	  perceived	  role,	  and	  gain	  significant	  influence	  as	  Secretary	  of	  State,	  by	  which	  his	   ideas	  of	  Détente	   found	  expression	   in	   foreign	  policy	  more	  easily.	  	  The	   reason	   why	   the	   combination	   of	   Nixon	   with	   Kissinger	   (when	   he	   was	   still	  National	  Security	  Advisor)	  was	  so	  successful	  in	  implementing	  their	  foreign	  policy	  must	  be	  sought	   in	   the	  reorganizations	   that	   took	  place	  after	  Nixon	  was	  elected.	   Immediately,	  plans	   were	   being	   made	   to	   clean	   house	   in	   the	   foreign	   policy	   making,	   and	   this	   was	  supposed	   to	  be	  done	  by	   revitalizing	   the	  National	   Security	  Council	   system	  and	   shifting	  the	  decision-­‐making	  power	  from	  the	  bureaucracy	  back	  to	  the	  White	  House.102	  The	  result	  of	  these	  reorganizations	  was	  that	  a	  more	  centralized,	  White	  House	  orientated	  decision-­‐making	  apparatus	  came	  into	  being.	  This	  was	  because	  of	  two	  views	  Nixon	  and	  Kissinger	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  C.,	  The	  diplomacy,	  22-­‐23.	  	  99	  Ibidem,	  37-­‐38.	  	  100	  Ibidem,	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  101	  Ibidem,	  41.	  	  102	  Litwak,	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held	   together:	   an	   antipathy	   towards	   foreign	  policy	  bureaucracy	   and	   the	   fact	   that	   they	  both	  disliked	  the	  elitist	  and	  predominantly	  democratic	  foreign	  policy	  establishment	  that	  was	  in	  place	  at	  the	  start	  of	  the	  presidency.103	  The	  reorganizations	  of	  Nixon	  centralized	  much	  decision-­‐making	  responsibility	  in	  the	   cabinet.	   The	   cabinet	  members	  were	   chosen	   for	   their	   political	   value	   instead	   of	   for	  their	  loyalty	  to	  the	  President	  himself.	  This	  is	  shown	  by	  the	  fact	  that	  he	  put	  much	  effort	  in	  making	   the	   cabinet	   include	   women,	   minorities,	   and	   representation	   from	   different	  parties.	   He	   also	   tried	   to	   achieve	   an	   even	   geographical	   distribution	   of	   offices	   in	   the	  cabinet.	   In	   domestic	   affairs,	  Nixon	  wanted	   to	   give	   the	   cabinet	   greater	   responsibilities,	  with	  smaller	  guidelines	  from	  the	  White	  House.	  In	  foreign	  affairs,	  however,	  responsibility	  was	  to	  be	  centralized	  in	  the	  National	  Security	  Council.104	  	  One	  of	   the	   four	  points	   in	  Nixon’s	   strategy	   for	  his	   reorganization	  of	  government	  was	  that	  “Cabinet	  members	  were	  to	  be	  deputy	  presidents	  in	  their	  own	  departments,	  and	  they	  would	  run	  their	  own	  shows	  and	  refer	  only	  key	  problems	  to	  the	  President”.	  This	  is	  in	  contrast	   with	   the	   reorganization	   of	   foreign	   policy-­‐making,	   which	   was	   to	   become	  centralized	  in	  the	  White	  House.	  Former	  Secretary	  of	  State	  William	  Rogers	  described	  the	  aspirations	  of	  Nixon	  as	  follows:	  “I	  was	  prepared	  to	  play	  a	  subordinate	  role.	  I	  recognized	  
that	  [Nixon]	  wanted	  to	  be	  his	  own	  foreign	  policy	  leader,	  and	  did	  not	  want	  others	  to	  share	  
that	  role”.105	  	  	  	  	  With	   the	   reorganization	   of	   foreign	   policy-­‐making	   in	   the	   administration	   tilted	  towards	  the	  National	  Security	  Council	  and	  the	  White	  House,	  Kissinger	  was	  in	  a	  powerful	  position	  when	  he	  became	  National	  Security	  Advisor.	  The	  reorganizations	  made	  him	  not	  only	   the	  head	  of	   the	  NSC,	   but	   also	   the	   only	   link	  between	   it	   and	   the	  President,	   so	   that	  from	  within	  the	  NSC	  it	  was	  said	  that:	  “Everyone	  reports	  to	  Kissinger,	  and	  only	  Kissinger	  
reports	   to	   the	   President.”106	   So	   in	   this	   way,	   Kissinger	   was	   able	   to	   reach	   an	   unusual	  amount	  of	  policy-­‐making	  power	  in	  the	  foreign	  policy	  domain.	  That	  the	  power	  relations	  in	   the	   administration	   altered	   in	   this	   way,	   is	   not	   only	   important	   because	   it	   had	   an	  influence	  on	   the	  way	   in	  which	  Nixon	  and	  Kissinger	  were	  able	   to	  pursue	   their	   goals	  of	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Détente,	   but	   it	   also	   did	   no	   good	   to	   the	   popularity	   of	   Nixon	   because	   he	   had	   smaller	  interest	  in	  domestic	  matters.	  	  	  	  	  
Developments	  during	  the	  Presidency	  of	  Nixon.	  	  	  	   So	  with	  Nixon	  and	  Kissinger	  in	  place	  as	  foreign	  policy-­‐makers,	  it	  seems	  as	  if	  their	  aims	  of	  Détente	  were	  within	  reach.	  And	  indeed,	  this	  era	  produced	  a	  relaxation	  in	  tension	  between	  East	  and	  West.	  Nixon	  was	  European	  minded	  in	  the	  sense	  that	  he	  greatly	  valued	  the	  Atlantic	  alliance.	  Due	  to	  problems	  in	  the	  economic	  and	  politico-­‐military	  field,	  this	  did	  not	   necessarily	   result	   in	   a	   better	   relationship	   with	   Western	   Europe.	   So	   when	   a	  relaxation	  of	   tensions	  was	   taking	  place	  between	   the	  superpowers,	   it	   is	  not	   to	   say	   that	  Western	   relationships	   met	   the	   same	   faith,	   and	   it	   is	   commonly	   known	   that	   the	  transatlantic	   alliance	   suffered	   in	   this	   era.	   So	  what	  were	   the	   events	   that	   shaped	  world	  politics	  and	  had	  an	  influence	  on	  the	  transatlantic	  relationships	  during	  the	  presidency	  of	  Nixon?	  Of	   particular	   importance	   in	   the	   presidency	   of	  Nixon,	   is	   the	   development	   of	   the	  negotiations	   on	   Mutual	   and	   Balanced	   Force	   Reductions.	   This	   provided	   for	   a	   careful	  pursuit	   of	   Détente	   and	   for	  maintenance	   of	   allied	   cohesion.	  What	   is	   important	   here	   is	  that,	   once	   the	   idea	   for	  MBFR	  had	   taken	   root,	   the	  prospect	   of	   unilateral	  withdrawal	   of	  forces	   by	   the	   United	   States	   was	   a	   less	   tempting	   possibility	   because	   unilateral	  withdrawals	  would	  mean	  a	  strengthening	  of	  the	  bargaining	  position	  of	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  
vis-­à-­vis	   the	   United	   States.	   This	   was	   shown	   clearly	   in	   1969,	   when	   the	   Mansfield	  amendment	   was	   voted	   on	   in	   Congress.	   This	   amendment	   proposed	   to	   cut	   the	   troop	  strength	   in	  Europe	   in	  half.	  When	  Brezhnev	  had	  shown	  willingness	   to	  start	  negotiating	  the	  MBFR	  a	  few	  days	  earlier,	  this	  played	  a	  part	  in	  the	  eventual	  rejection	  of	  the	  proposed	  amendment.107	  At	  the	  same	  time,	  however,	   the	  strategic	  arms	  limitation	  talks	  (SALT)	  was	  in	   its	  early	   phase.	   By	   1970,	   the	   arms	   race	   had	   changed	   the	   situation,	   and	   the	   strategy	   of	  massive	   retaliation	   was	   no	   longer	   the	   most	   attractive	   option.	   The	   Nixon-­‐Kissinger	  strategy,	   described	   above,	   favoured	   Détente	   and	   politico-­‐military	   retrenchment.	   The	  SALT	   agreement	   of	   1972	   stipulated	   the	   renunciation	   of	   pursuit	   of	   unilateral	   political	  advantage,	   and	   by	   doing	   so,	   it	   helped	   to	   create	   Détente	   on	   the	   terms	   of	   Nixon	   and	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Kissinger.	  This	  was	  not	   to	  say	   that	   the	  view	  of	  Nixon	  and	  Kissinger	  went	  uncontested.	  The	  situation	  that	  had	  come	  into	  existence	  was	  mutual	  assured	  destruction	  and	  strategic	  parity.	  	  The	   problems	   that	   arose	   at	   this	   time	   took	   place	   in	   an	   atmosphere	   that	   made	  transatlantic	  relations	  difficult	  already.	  In	  April	  that	  same	  year,	  the	  Year	  of	  Europe	  was	  declared	   with	   a	   speech	   by	   Kissinger.	   This	   initiative	   was	   initially	   meant	   to	   turn	  more	  attention	   to	   the	  allies	  after	  a	  period	  of	  perceived	  neglect.	  The	  Year	  of	  Europe	  was	  not	  welcomed	   very	   positively	   by	   the	   Europeans,	   however.	   This	   was	   especially	   the	   case	  because	  of	  the	  passage	  in	  Kissinger’s	  speech	  that	  stated	  that	  the	  United	  States	  had	  global	  interests,	  while	  Europe	  had	  regional	   interests.108	  Relations	  did	  not	   improve	  because	  of	  the	  Year	  of	  Europe.	  It	  created	  a	  sense	  of	  unity	  among	  the	  European	  Countries	  as	  being	  distinct	  from	  the	  United	  States,	  instead	  of	  a	  growing	  unity	  among	  the	  entire	  alliance.109	  In	  economic	  sense,	   it	  was	  the	  worsening	  position	  of	  the	  Dollar	  that	  was	  of	  most	  importance	  in	  this	  period.	  A	  suspension	  of	  the	  Dollar-­‐gold	  convertibility	  would	  severely	  harm	  transatlantic	  relations.110	  Eventually,	  Nixon	  suspended	  the	  convertibility	  in	  August	  1971.	  This	   suspension	  was	  not	   the	  hardest	   shock	   for	   the	  Europeans.	  What	  was	  worse	  was	   the	   burden	   of	   adjustment	   to	   the	   inconvertibility	   was	   shifted	   to	   the	   European	  economies	   instead	  of	   to	   the	  United	  States.	  After	   this,	   the	  policy	  pursued	  by	   the	  United	  States	  was	  continuously	  aimed	  at	  improving	  the	  trade	  position	  of	  the	  United	  States	  with	  disregard	   to	   the	   economic	   implications	   in	   Europe.111	   What	   was	   most	   harmful	   for	  transatlantic	   relations	   is	   that	   American	   actions	   in	   the	   monetary	   field	   were	   taken	  unilaterally,	  while	  the	  system	  was	  built	  on	  consultation.	  This	  resulted	  in	  severe	  critique	  from	   the	   European	   side,	   and	   so,	   it	   can	   be	   said	   to	   have	   had	   a	   negative	   impact	   on	  transatlantic	  relations.112	  In	   close	   relation	   with	   the	   position	   of	   the	   Dollar	   at	   this	   stage,	   were	   the	  developments	  around	  the	  offset	  agreements	  between	  Germany	  and	  the	  United	  States.	  As	  has	   already	   been	   said,	   the	   offset	   agreements	   meant	   in	   essence	   that	   Germany	   would	  purchase	  American	  weaponry	  to	  make	  up	  for	  the	  imbalance	  of	  payments	  caused	  by	  the	  American	  troop	  presence	  in	  Germany.	  Already	  under	  Kennedy	  and	  Johnson,	  these	  offset	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payments	  were	   a	   problem,	   because	  Germany	   continuously	   had	   problems	   of	   paying	   in	  full.113	   Nevertheless,	   the	   agreements	   continued	   to	   be	   a	   vital	   element	   in	   the	   debate	  between	   the	   Executive	   and	   the	   Legislative,	   because	   it	   was	   the	   element	   that	   tied	   the	  economic	  problem	  to	  the	  possibility	  of	  eventual	  troop	  reductions	  from	  Europe.114	  	  The	   last	   thing	   to	   be	   considered	   at	   this	   stage	   as	   of	   importance	   to	   a	   better	  understanding	   of	   policy-­‐making	   under	   Nixon	   is	   the	   Watergate	   affair.	   The	   volume	   of	  writings	  on	  this	  topic	  is	  obviously	  too	  large	  to	  be	  analysed	  properly	  here.	  For	  this	  point,	  however,	  it	  seems	  sufficient	  to	  pinpoint	  the	  moment	  in	  time	  when	  the	  affair	  became	  of	  influence	  on	  the	  process	  of	  policy-­‐making.	  Litwak	  says	  about	   this	   that	   in	   the	  course	  of	  1973,	   the	   Watergate	   crisis	   was	   deepening	   to	   such	   an	   extent	   that	   it	   a	   resulted	   in	   a	  devolution	   of	  White	   House	   authority.115	   Greene	   places	   it	   roughly	   in	   the	   same	   period,	  when	   he	   states	   that	   at	   the	   end	   of	   the	   summer	   of	   1973,	   the	   pressure	   on	   the	  administration	  was	  becoming	   tremendous	   and	   the	   approval	   rate	   of	   the	  president	  was	  severely	  damaged.	  This	  was	  at	  the	  time	  when	  the	  so-­‐called	  battle	  for	  the	  tapes	  started	  to	  play	  a	  role,	  which	  started	  in	  July	  1973.116	  
	  
Composition	  of	  Congress.	  
	   During	   the	   91st,	   92nd,	   and	   the	   93rd	   Congress,	   the	   Republican	   party	   never	   had	   a	  Majority	  in	  both	  the	  House	  of	  Representatives,	  and	  the	  Senate.	  In	  the	  House,	  the	  number	  of	  republican	  representatives	  changed	  from	  192	  out	  of	  435	  in	  the	  91st	  Congress	  to	  180	  and	  192	   in	   the	  92nd	   and	  93rd.	   In	   the	  Senate,	   a	  different	  movement	   can	  be	   seen	   in	   this	  period,	  because	  the	  number	  of	  republican	  senators	  went	  from	  42	  out	  of	  100	  in	  the	  91st	  to	  44	  and	  42	  in	  92nd	  and	  93rd.117	  	  Nevertheless,	  a	  democratic	  majority	  made	  it	  hard	  for	  Nixon	  to	  pursue	  his	  goals,	  and	  made	  the	  relationship	  with	  Congress	  tense.	  This	  is	  shown	  by	  his	  Legislative	  success	  rate.	  During	  1969,	  Congress	  enacted	  only	  32	  percent	  of	  the	  requests	  the	  administration	  made,	  into	  law.	  Shirley	  Anne	  Warshaw	  states	  in	  this	  context	  that	  Nixon	  had	  been	  unable	  to	   achieve	   a	   strong	   working	   relationship	   with	   Congress.	   As	   a	   reason	   for	   the	   bad	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relationship	  between	  Nixon	  and	  Congress	  during	  this	  period,	  she	  states	  that	  Nixon	  was	  not	  really	  that	  good	  in	  Washington	  politics,	  and	  had	  no	  clear	  sense	  of	  purpose	  on	  specific	  policies.	  On	  domestic	  policies,	  he	  usually	  only	  made	  vague	  references.118	  	  So	  from	  the	  offset	  of	  his	  Presidency,	  Nixon	  was	  not	  assured	  of	  the	  cooperation	  of	  Congress	   in	   his	   policies	   because	   of	   a	   democratic	  majority	   in	   both	  houses.	   But	   beyond	  that,	  his	  way	  of	  government	  which	  created	  more	  autonomous	  cabinet	  officers,	  combined	  with	   his	   seemingly	   lack	   of	   interest	   in	   domestic	   affairs,	   and	   his	   deep	   commitment	   to	  international	   affairs,	   made	   a	   good	   working	   relationship	   with	   Congress	   even	   more	  difficult.	  When	   Nixon	   went	   up	   for	   re-­‐election	   in	   1972	   however,	   he	   won	   with	   an	  astonishing	  60.7	  percent	  of	   the	  votes.	  This	  did	  not	  produce	  a	  congressional	  victory	   for	  the	  Republicans,	  however.	  Nixon	  supposedly	  had	  no	  trust	  in	  the	  Republican	  candidates	  and	   did	   not	   put	   much	   effort	   in	   making	   the	   congressional	   elections	   a	   success	   for	   the	  Republican	  Party.	  Later	  it	  would	  seem	  that	  for	  the	  party,	  the	  elections	  could	  have	  been	  a	  success	   if	   it	   had	   not	   been	   for	  Nixon.	   His	   treatment	   of	   Congress	  was	   in	   this	   sense	   not	  perceived	  well	  and	  did	  no	  good	  to	  relations	  between	  the	  President	  and	  Congress.119	  
	  
The	  powers	  of	  the	  Legislative	  and	  the	  Executive.	  
	  	   As	  has	  already	  been	  shown,	  the	  presidency	  of	  Nixon	  inaugurated	  an	  era	  in	  which	  a	  more	  centralized,	  White	  House	  orientated	  decision-­‐making	  apparatus	  came	  into	  being.	  The	  negative	  implication	  of	  this	  strategy	  was	  that	  it	  also	  meant	  that	  domestic	  consensus	  was	   harder	   to	   reach,	   and	   that	   congressional	   pressure	  was	  more	   likely	   to	   build	   up.	   It	  seems	  wise	   to	   first	  make	   an	   outlay	   of	  what	   the	   particular	   rights	   of	   Congress	   and	   the	  President	  exactly	  were	  in	  this	  field.	  	  	   The	  powers	  of	  Congress	  are	  first	  of	  all	  described	  in	  the	  constitution.	  In	  the	  area	  of	  foreign	  policy,	   the	  most	   important	   is	   the	  right	  to	  declare	  war.	  “The	  Congress	  shall	  have	  
Power	  …	  To	  declare	  War,	  …	  To	  raise	  and	  support	  Armies,	   [and]	  …	  To	  make	  Rules	   for	  the	  
Government	   and	   Regulation	   of	   the	   Land	   and	   Naval	   Forces.”120	   This	   implies	   that	   only	  Congress	  has	  the	  power	  to	  maintain	  the	  armed	  forces	  financially.	  This	  control	  over	  the	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  118	  Friedman,	  L.	  et	  al.,	  Richard	  M.	  Nixon,	  339-­‐340.	  	  119	  Greene,	  J.R.,	  The	  Limits	  of	  Power,	  162.	  	  120	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  of	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  United	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funds	  of	   the	  army	   is	   an	   important	  power	  opposed	   to	   that	  of	   the	  Executive.	   Since	   they	  control	   the	   funds	   of	   the	   army,	   and	   also	   have	   the	   right	   to	   tax.	   The	  power	   of	   the	   purse,	  therefore,	  gives	  Congress	  in	  theory	  ultimate	  control	  over	  all	  activity	  of	  the	  United	  States	  military.	  Hereby,	   the	  President	   is	  Commander	   in	  Chief	  of	   the	  armed	   forces,	  and	  wages	  war,	   whereas	   the	   Congress	   declares	   war.	   The	   Legislative	   procedure	   also	   starts	   with	  Congress,	   and	   the	   initiative	   lies	  with	   Congress.	   In	   practice,	   however,	   foreign	   policy	   is	  sometimes	   conducted	   by	   the	   President	   and	   approval	   only	   becomes	   necessary	   with	  controversial	  matters.121	  	   These	   rules	   that	   come	   from	   the	   constitution	   seem	  quite	   clear,	   but	   the	   situation	  that	   existed	   at	   the	   time	   of	   the	   presidency	   of	   Nixon,	   was	   more	   complicated.	   The	  constitution	   left	   some	   space	   for	   struggle	   between	   Congress	   and	   the	   President	   for	   the	  making	  of	  foreign	  policy,	  and	  in	  these	  years,	  the	  struggle	  was	  taken	  on	  by	  Congress.	  In	  1975,	  Kissinger	  argued	  that	  Congress	  had:	  “the	  growing	  tendency	  …	  to	  legislate	  in	  detail	  
the	  day-­to-­day	  or	  week-­to-­week	  conduct	  of	  our	   foreign	  affairs.”122	  So	   there	  clearly	  were	  controversies	   over	   what	   the	   de	   facto	   power	   relations	   between	   Congress	   and	   the	  President	  were.	  	  	   By	   the	   time	   Kissinger	   spoke	   about	   the	   tendency	   of	   Congress	   to	   become	   more	  involved	  in	  foreign	  policy,	  there	  had	  been	  a	  period	  in	  which	  the	  presidential	  prerogative	  had	  grown	   in	   foreign	  policy.	  Since	   the	  end	  of	  World	  War	   II,	  Truman	  and	  Kennedy	  had	  taken	   the	   lead	   in	   a	  more	   independent	   role	   of	   the	   President	   in	   international	   affairs.123	  This	  makes	  sense	  when	  seen	  in	  the	  light	  of	  the	  Imperial	  Presidency	  thesis	  of	  Schlesinger,	  which	  argues	  that	  American	  Presidents	  have	  become	  ever	  more	  able	  to	  draw	  more	  and	  more	  power	  from	  Congress	  to	  their	  side.	  	  This	  process	  had	  reached	  maturity	  with	   the	  presidencies	  of	   Johnson	  and	  Nixon.	  More	  than	  his	  predecessors,	  Nixon	  attached	  importance	  to	  his	  function	  of	  Commander	  in	  Chief,	  granted	  by	  the	  constitution.	  Nixon	  used	  his	  function	  as	  Commander	  in	  Chief	  as	  a	  justification	  to	  deploy	  armed	  forces	  outside	  of	  the	  United	  States.124	  Hereby,	  he	  made	  use	  of	   a	   Presidential	   prerogative,	   which	   was	   not	   only	   constitutionally	   debated,	   but	   also	  provoked	  hostility	  between	  the	  President	  and	  Congress.	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  121	  Constitution	  of	  the	  United	  States.	  122	  From:	  Kolodziej,	  E.A.,	  Congress	  and	  Foreign	  Policy:	  The	  Nixon	  Years,	  167.	  	  123	  Ibidem,	  170.	  	  124	  Schlesinger,	  A.M.,	  The	  Imperial	  Presidency,	  179-­‐190.	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   So	   it	   becomes	   clear	   that	   the	   President	   was	   able	   to	   draw	   more	   power	   in	   his	  direction	  in	  the	  field	  of	  international	  politics	  than	  was	  initially	  meant	  in	  the	  constitution.	  But	  the	  stationing	  of	  American	  troops	  in	  allied	  countries	  was	  still	  a	  different	  thing.	  The	  constitution	  remains	  silent	  on	  this	  topic,	  or,	  as	  Taylor	  Reveley	  describes	  it:	  “Finally,	  the	  
document,	   partly	   because	   of	   its	   complementary	   and	   abstract	   nature,	   frequently	   fails	   to	  
indicate	   where	   the	   ultimate	   authority	   lies	   on	   many	   questions,	   such	   as	   the	   peacetime	  
stationing	   of	   American	   troops	   abroad.”125	   The	   uncertainty	   as	   to	   where	   the	   ultimate	  authority	   laid,	   combined	   with	   the	   difficult	   relationship	   between	   the	   President	   and	  Congress,	  made	  the	  debate	  around	  troop	  withdrawals	  all	  the	  more	  fierce.	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  125	  Taylor	  Reveley,	  W.,	  Presidential	  War-­Making:	  Constitutional	  Prerogative	  or	  
Usurpation?,	  1248.	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3.	  European	  opinions	  on	  American	  troop	  deployments.	  	  	  So	  for	  now,	  both	  the	  background	  on	  troop	  reductions	  and	  transatlantic	  relations,	  and	  the	  changes	  during	  the	  presidency	  of	  Nixon	  on	  this	  topic	  are	  set	  clear.	  The	  next	  thing	  to	  assess	   then,	   is	  what	   the	  European	  opinions	  on	  this	   topic	  were.	  The	  main	  source	   for	  this	  information	  will	  be	  the	  reports	  from	  the	  United	  States	  Information	  Agency	  (USIA).	  To	   use	   this	   source	   in	   an	   appropriate	   way,	   it	   is	   first	   wise	   to	   give	   some	  more	   general	  information	  on	  the	  USIA.	   In	   this	  section,	   it	   is	   important	   to	  shed	   light	  on	  what	   its	  goals	  were,	   in	   what	   ways	   it	   conducted	   research,	   and	   in	   what	   ways	   this	   information	   was	  available	   to	   the	   Executive	   branch.	   For	   this	   moment,	   this	   leaves	   the	   question	   if	   the	  reports	  from	  the	  USIA	  were	  used,	  and/or	  taken	  seriously	  by	  the	  Executive	  branch,	  open.	  Because	  the	  way	  in	  which	  the	  European	  opinions	  were	  of	  actual	  influence	  on	  the	  making	  of	  policy	  is	  assessed	  in	  the	  fourth	  chapter,	  this	  question	  will	  be	  dealt	  with	  in	  that	  part.	  	  	   Secondly,	  because	  Germany	  is	  the	  most	  important	  country	  in	  this	  context	  because	  most	  of	  the	  troops	  concerned	  were	  stationed	  in	  Germany,	  the	  German	  opinions	  in	   the	   USIA	   reports	   on	   the	   American	   troop	   strength	   and	   possible	   withdrawal	   will	   be	  assessed.	   Thirdly,	   also	   the	   other	  NATO	   countries	  will	   shortly	   be	   assessed	   through	   the	  USIA	   reports.	   The	   focus	   here	   shall	   be	   on	   possible	   surprising	   findings,	   and	   some	   extra	  attention	  shall	  also	  be	  given	   to	  France,	  because	   the	  situation	  of	  France	  was	  somewhat	  different	   from	   the	   other	   countries,	   because	   they	  had	   their	   troops	   in	  Germany	   as	  well,	  only	  not	  under	  NATO	  command.	  	  	  Finally,	  an	  effort	  shall	  be	  made	  to	  see	  if	  any	  other	  sources	  give	  any	  useful	  insight	  on	  how	  the	  European	  opinions	  on	  this	  topic	  might	  have	  reached	  the	  people	  making	  the	  policy	  of	  the	  United	  States	   	  
The	  United	  States	  Information	  Agency.	  	  	   Before	  digging	  deeper	  into	  what	  the	  USIA	  reported	  on	  the	  European	  opinions,	  it	  is	  useful	  to	  give	  an	  overview	  of	  the	  history	  of	  the	  USIA.	  With	  Eisenhower	  as	  President	   in	  1953,	  there	  was	  a	  President	  who	  attached	  great	  value	  to	  the	  “psychological	  dimension	  of	  power”,	  as	  Nicholas	  Cull	  describes	  it.	  In	  this	  manner,	  Eisenhower	  initiated	  two	  separate	  inquiries	   into	   the	   United	   States	   information	   overseas.	   At	   the	   same	   time,	   the	   Senate	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Foreign	   Relations	   Committee	   also	   ran	   an	   investigation	   on	   how	   to	   deal	   with	   this.	   The	  combination	   of	   these	   efforts	   eventually	   led	   to	   the	   creation	   of	   the	   USIA.126	   From	   the	  outset	  it	  was	  made	  clear	  that	  the	  USIA	  was	  closely	  linked	  to	  the	  President,	  because	  the	  director	  of	  the	  USIA	  received	  instructions	  from	  and	  reported	  to	  the	  President,	   through	  the	  National	  Security	  Council.127	  	  	  Shortly	  after	   the	  creation	  of	   the	  USIA,	   the	  objectives	  were	  made	  clear:	   it	  was	  to	  communicate	   evidence	   to	   other	   nations	   that	   the	   objectives	   and	   policies	   of	   the	   United	  States	  were	   in	   harmony	  with	   them,	   and	  would	   advance	   their	   aspirations	   for	   freedom,	  progress,	  and	  peace.	  The	  basic	  purpose	  in	  this	  sense	  was	  to	  inform	  and	  influence	  people	  on	  American	  policy.	  This	   is	  not	   to	  say	  that	   the	   information	  only	  went	   in	  one	  direction.	  How	  the	  European	  opinions	  of	  the	  United	  States	  were,	  was	  of	  importance	  from	  the	  very	  beginning	  of	  the	  USIA.	  This	  is	  testified	  by	  the	  fact	  that	  an	  intensification	  of	  anti-­‐American	  feeling	   among	   European	   opinions	   was	   taken	   very	   seriously	   under	   the	   presidency	   of	  Eisenhower.	  The	  USIA	  had	  to	  influence	  such	  movements,	  but	  also	  to	  report	  about	  this	  to	  the	  Executive.	  The	  first	  director	  of	  the	  USIA,	  Theodore	  Streibert,	  integrated	  the	  USIA	  in	  to	  U.S.	   policymaking	   and	   the	  NSC.	  The	  President	   also	  held	  monthly	  meetings	  with	   the	  director.128	  In	  the	  period	  of	  Johnson,	  more	  and	  more	  efforts	  of	  the	  USIA	  were	  dedicated	  to	  the	  Vietnam	  War.	   President	   Johnson	   had	   integrated	   the	   USIA	   in	   U.S.	   policymaking	   better	  than	   ever	   before,	   and	   the	   new	  director,	   Leonard	  Marks,	   began	  with	   applying	   the	   new	  term	   for	   describing	   the	   agency’s	   activities	   “public	   diplomacy”	   with	   success.	   The	  influence	  of	   the	  USIA	   in	   security	  matters	  was	   relatively	  high	  during	   the	  presidency	  of	  Johnson.	   This	   was	   partly	   due	   to	   the	   personal	   relationship	   between	   Marks	   and	  Johnson.129	   The	   USIA	   also	   documented	   a	   shift	   in	   world	   opinion	   towards	   the	   United	  States,	   but	   President	   Johnson	   was	   not	   quite	   receptive	   for	   this	   information.	   This	  eventually	  came	  to	  the	  point	  where	  Johnson	  ordered	  the	  USIA	  to	  stop	  running	  surveys	  of	  U.S.	  prestige	  in	  the	  world.130	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As	  has	  already	  been	  shown	  in	  the	  previous	  chapter,	  under	  Kissinger	  and	  Nixon,	  a	  more	  centralized,	  White	  House	  orientated	  decision-­‐making	  apparatus	  came	   into	  being.	  One	   of	   the	  measures	   taken	   to	   this	   end,	  was	   the	   revitalisation	   of	   the	  National	   Security	  Council	  system.	  This	  also	  had	  an	  impact	  on	  the	  working	  relation	  between	  the	  Executive	  branch	  and	  the	  USIA.	  When	  Kissinger	  entered	  the	  NSC,	  the	  director	  of	  the	  USIA	  was	  only	  to	  attend	   to	  NSC	  meeting	  on	   invitation.	  Eventually,	  under	   the	  presidency	  of	  Nixon,	   the	  USIA	  had	   less	   access	   to	   the	  decision	  making	  process	   than	   ever	  before.	  There	  was	  one	  positive	   aspect	   in	   this	   sense,	   however,	   because	   the	   new	   USIA	   director,	   Frank	  Shakespeare,	  was	  on	  a	  friendly	  basis	  with	  the	  President.	  There	  were	  calls	  for	  the	  USIA	  to	  be	  assigned	  a	  role	  as	  an	  influence	  on	  foreign	  policy,	  and	  it	  was	  said	  that	  the	  USIA	  had	  to	  be	   in	   the	  NSC	   to	   keep	   “cranking	   the	  world	   opinion	   factor	   in”,	   but	   the	  USIA	   lost	  much	  influence	   in	   the	   policymaking	   process.131	   There	   was	   some	   chance	   for	   improvement	  when	  Nixon’s	   second	   term	  began,	  because	   the	  new	  director	  of	   the	  USIA,	   James	  Keogh,	  had	  a	  good	  relationship	  with	  both	  Nixon	  and	  Kissinger.	  It	  looked	  as	  if	  the	  USIA	  was	  going	  to	   have	   a	   relevant	   and	   influential	   relationship	   with	   the	   White	   House	   again,	   but	   this	  changed	   with	  Watergate.	   When	   the	   scandal	   got	   out	   of	   control,	   the	  White	   House	   was	  preoccupied	  with	  this,	  leaving	  the	  USIA	  without	  real	  influence.132	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
The	  German	  opinions	  in	  the	  USIA	  reports.	  	  
	  	   Before	   the	   troop	  withdrawal	  debate	  became	  a	  major	   issue	   in	   the	  United	  States,	  the	  USIA	  already	  produced	  reports	  on	  how	  the	  image	  of	  the	  United	  States	  in	  general	  was	  in	   West	   Germany.	   Before	   looking	   at	   how	   the	   possibility	   of	   troop	   withdrawals	   was	  perceived	  in	  Germany,	  the	  first	  thing	  to	  be	  assessed	  here,	  is	  how	  the	  German	  opinion	  of	  NATO	  and	  the	  United	  States	  in	  general	  was.	  One	  of	  such	  reports	  from	  April	  1968,	  deals	  with	  the	  question	  if	  there	  was	  a	  generation	  gap	  in	  Western	  Europe	  concerning	  how	  the	  opinion	  towards	  the	  United	  States	  and	  its	  policy	  was.	  Among	  others,	  the	  perception	  of	  a	  community	  of	  basic	   interests	  with	   the	  U.S.,	  and	  support	   for	  NATO,	  are	  given	  attention.	  With	   this	   survey,	   it	   became	   clear	   that	   from	   1960	   onwards,	   from	   the	   four	   surveyed	  countries	   (Britain,	   Germany,	   Italy	   and	   France),	   the	   Germans	   scored	   highest	   when	   it	  came	  to	  the	  degree	  in	  which	  they	  thought	  their	  basic	  interests	  were	  in	  agreement	  with	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those	  of	   the	  U.S.	  After	   June	  1965,	   this	  number	  dropped	  severely	   to	  a	  net	  unfavourable	  opinion	   in	  1967	  which	  made	   the	  Germans	   rank	   third,	   just	   above	  France.	  On	   the	  other	  hand,	   the	   survey	   showed	   that	  Germany	  had	   the	  highest	   rate	  when	   it	   came	   to	   in	  what	  degree	  they	  thought	  NATO	  was	  still	  essential	   for	  Western	  European	  security.	  Contrary	  to	  what	   the	  report	   tried	   to	  show	  however,	   there	  was	  no	  evidence	  of	  a	  generation	  gap,	  and	   the	   youth	   was	   actually	   more	   favourable	   to	   the	   United	   States	   than	   the	   older	  generation.133	  	  	   After	   the	  Soviet	   invasion	  of	  Czechoslovakia,	   there	  was	  an	  upsurge	   in	  pro-­‐NATO	  sentiment.	   In	   a	   1968	  USIA	   report	  written	   after	   the	   Soviet	   invasion,	   it	   is	   said	   that	   this	  invasion	  produced	  an	  “almost	  instinctive	  return	  to	  NATO	  as	  a	  source	  of	  security”.	  German	  support	  for	  NATO	  reached	  83%	  in	  this	  period,	  but	  the	  upsurge	  was	  seen	  across	  all	  the	  European	  allies.134	  With	   this,	   it	  becomes	   clear	   that	   support	   for	  NATO	  was	  yet	   another	  thing	  than	  a	  favourable	  attitude	  towards	  the	  United	  States	  in	  general.	  	  	  	   When	   it	   comes	   to	   favourability	   towards	   the	   United	   States,	   the	   trend	   for	   the	  Germans	  seems	  to	  have	  been	  negative.	  Willingness	  to	  side	  with	  the	  U.S.	  dropped	  in	  the	  late	  1960’s,	  as	  did	  confidence	  in	  American	  leadership,	  while	  at	  the	  same	  time,	  neutralism	  was	  on	  the	  rise.135	  In	  a	  1969	  USIA	  report	  on	  how	  President	  Nixon	  was	  viewed	  overseas,	  there	   clearly	   seems	   to	   have	   been	   some	   positive	   expectations	   in	   Germany	   since	  Nixon	  became	   President.	   The	   Report	   states	   that	   “The	   bulk	   of	   the	   population	   generally,	   and	  
right-­of-­centre	   forces	   in	   particular,	   appear	   to	   have	   confidence	   in	   President	   Nixon	   and,	  
fondly	   recalling	   the	   Eisenhower	   administration,	   hope	   for	   even	   closer	   German-­American	  
relations”.	   Furthermore,	   “roughly	   four-­fifths	   of	   those	   interviewed	   believed	   that	   he	   new	  
President	   would	   defend	   the	   freedom	   of	   Berlin	   “no	  matter	   what”	   and	   that	   he	   would	   not	  
negotiate	  with	  the	  Russians	  at	  the	  expense	  of	  the	  Federal	  Republic”.	  This	  last	  sentence	  was	  used	   by	   the	   USIA,	   but	   had	   actually	   originated	   from	   the	   German	   Wickert	   institute.	  Nevertheless,	  it	  made	  its	  way	  into	  the	  USIA	  report	  and	  helps	  to	  show	  that	  with	  President	  Nixon,	  the	  future	  of	  German	  opinions	  of	  United	  States	  was	  looking	  positive.136	  	   So	   in	   spite	  of	   the	  decline	   in	   favourable	  opinion	   towards	   the	  United	  States	   after	  1965,	   the	   Germans	   remained	   relatively	   favourable	   towards	   the	   Unites	   States.	   When	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compared	  to	  other	  countries	  in	  Western	  Europe,	  they	  continued	  to	  score	  best	  on	  these	  points.	  This	  is	  again	  shown	  in	  a	  March	  1970	  report	  by	  the	  USIA,	  in	  which	  the	  Germans	  still	  rated	  better	  than	  any	  other	  surveyed	  country	  when	  the	  question	  was	  asked	  if	  they	  regarded	   NATO	   was	   essential	   to	   security.137	   There	   is	   one	   pitfall	   in	   these	   statistics,	  however,	   because	   the	   General	   opinion	   of	   the	   United	   States	   a	   country	   had,	   did	   not	  necessarily	   have	   to	   correlate	   with	   an	   equally	   big	   approval	   of	   United	   States	   foreign	  policy.	   In	  a	  USIA	  report	   from	   January	  1973,	   the	  accumulative	  data	   from	   five	   countries	  (including	   Germany)	   shows	   that	   the	   percentage	   by	   which	   a	   favourable	   opinion	  predominated	  over	  an	  unfavourable	  opinion	  of	  the	  U.S.	  is	  more	  than	  twice	  as	  big	  as	  the	  percentage	  by	  which	  opinions	  actually	  approved	  of	  U.S.	  foreign	  policies.138	  	   It	   seems	   that	   for	   the	   German	   public,	   the	   Soviet	   invasion	   of	   Czechoslovakia	   not	  only	   increased	   support	   for	   NATO,	   but	   also	   had	   an	   impact	   on	   how	   the	   American	  commitment	  was	  seen.	  In	  the	  report	  on	  European	  opinions	  after	  the	  invasion,	  it	  is	  said	  that	   the	   preponderance	   of	   U.S.	   influence	   in	   the	   alliance	   was	   not	   an	   issue,	   except	   in	  Gaullist	  circles.	  There	  was	  great	  concern	  that	  the	  United	  States	  would	  wish	  to	  reduce	  its	  commitment	  in	  Europe,	  and	  even	  German	  supporters	  of	  a	  European	  caucus	  within	  NATO	  were	   moving	   cautiously	   to	   avoid	   imperilling	   the	   U.S.	   link	   to	   Europe.139	   In	   a	  memorandum	   attached	   this	   document,	   there	   is	   made	   notion	   of	   the	   idea	   of	   troop	  withdrawals	  as	  a	  possible	  future	  problem	  because	  of	  Congressional	  pressure.	  In	  here,	  it	  is	  said	  that	  a	  restoration	  of	  U.S.	  troop	  strength	  might	  be	  advisable,	  but	  Congress	  might	  not	  go	  along	  with	  such	  a	  move.140	  	  	   In	   a	   survey	   from	   which	   the	   results	   were	   presented	   on	   April	   7,	   1970,	   the	  awareness	  of	  and	  the	  opinion	  on	  the	  American	  troop	  presence	  in	  Europe	  were	  analysed.	  The	  awareness	  of	   the	  American	  troops	  was	  highest	   in	  Germany.	  This	   is	   in	   itself	  not	  so	  surprising	   because	  most	   of	   the	   troops	  were	   stationed	   in	   Germany,	   but	   Germany	   also	  scored	  highest	  on	  favouring	  an	  increase	  or	  maintenance	  of	  the	  troop	  presence	  in	  Europe	  (54%	  favoured	  an	  increase	  or	  maintenance	  as	  opposed	  to	  17%	  who	  favoured	  reducing	  or	   removing	   the	   troops).141	   As	  main	   reasons	   for	   this	   are	   called	   the	   fear	   of	   a	  military	  vacuum	  and	  the	  proven	  effectiveness	  of	  the	  status	  quo.	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On	  the	  other	  hand,	  in	  case	  of	  mutual	  force	  reductions	  with	  the	  Soviet	  Union,	  the	  number	   of	   people	  who	  would	   favour	  U.S.	   troop	   cutbacks,	   is	   substantially	   larger	   (45%	  opposed	  to	  20%)	  than	  the	  number	  of	  people	  who	  would	  oppose	  this.	  In	  case	  of	  unilateral	  U.S.	  troop	  cutbacks,	  the	  Germans	  are	  unusual	  in	  their	  opinion	  on	  how	  their	  government	  would	   react,	   when	   this	   is	   compared	   to	   other	   countries.	   37%	   of	   the	   people	   said	   they	  would	  favour	  the	  government	  to	  offset	  this	  decrease	  in	  American	  forces	  with	  increases	  in	   Germany’s	   own	   troops.	   In	   other	   countries,	   these	   people	   only	   accounted	   to	   a	   small	  minority	  of	  3	  to	  12%.142	  The	  results	  of	  these	  surveys	  were	  presented	  again	  in	  a	  report	  from	  the	  USIA	   in	  1971,	   testifying	   to	   the	   fact	   that	   the	  matter	  was	  of	   significance	   to	   the	  USIA	  and	  that	  the	  information	  was	  available	  in	  multitude.143	  	  	  	   When	   the	   Mansfield	   amendment	   came,	   the	   issue	   once	   again	   gained	   much	  prominence.	  On	  May	  17,	  1971,	  a	  USIA	  report	  came	  out	  which	  summarized	  the	  previous	  findings	  on	  what	  the	  European	  opinions	  on	  this	  factor	  were.	  Additionally,	  it	  gives	  some	  more	   insights	   on	   how	   the	   European	   public	   in	   general	   viewed	   the	   matter.	   It	   gives	  information	  on	  how	  the	  media	  reactions	  were	  towards	  the	  Mansfield	  amendment.	  The	  findings	  of	  this	  media	  monitoring	  were	  the	  following:	  a	  substantial	  U.S.	  troop	  presence	  was	  seen	  as	  a	  vital	  element	  of	   the	  alliance’s	  defense	  shield	  and	  unilateral	  withdrawals	  would	   undermine	   the	   alliance,	   diplomatic	   initiatives	   undertaken	   from	   a	   position	   of	  strength	  offered	  the	  best	  prospect	  for	  relaxing	  tensions,	  increased	  military	  spending	  in	  Europe	   to	   offset	   American	   force	   reductions	   was	   an	   unattractive	   prospect,	   President	  Nixon	  was	  strongly	  committed	  to	  the	  troop	  presence,	  but	  the	  Europeans	  expected	  that	  troop	  cuts	  would	  eventually	  be	  made.	  	  	   Furthermore,	  it	  shows	  that	  the	  European	  media	  were	  aware	  of	  the	  origins	  of	  the	  pressure	  for	  U.S.	  troop	  cuts.	  As	  origins	  are	  named:	  the	  Vietnam	  War,	  domestic	  priorities,	  the	  balance	  of	  payments	  deficit,	  and	  the	  belief	  that	  the	  European	  allies	  were	  not	  taking	  up	  a	  substantial	  share	  of	  the	  defense	  burden.144	  So,	  even	  if	  this	  says	  very	  little	  about	  the	  specific	   situation	   in	  Germany,	   it	   is	   still	   safe	   to	   assume	   that	   this	   had	   an	   impact	   on	   the	  German	   public	   because	   West	   Germany	   was	   the	   country	   were	   this	   issue	   was	   most	  prominent	  and	  the	  public	  was	  most	  aware	  of	  it,	  as	  has	  been	  shown.	  What	  is	  interesting	  in	   the	   case	   of	   Germany	   specifically,	   however,	   is	   that	   there	   were	   commentators	   that	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  Troop	  Level	  Survey	  Results,	  April	  7,	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  U.S.	  standing	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  West	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  levels,	  May,	  1971,	  0110-­‐0111.	  	  
	   49	  
identified	  a	  “neo-­‐isolationist”	  trend	  in	  the	  United	  States,	  and	  that	  these	  views	  were	  most	  prevalent	  in	  West	  Germany.145	  	  	  	  	  	  	   The	   survey	   interviews	   carried	   out	   by	   the	   USIA	   in	   July	   1971	   again	   produced	   a	  report	   on	   how	   the	   German	   opinion	   was	   towards	   possible	   withdrawals	   of	   American	  troops,	  among	  other	  things.	  The	  report	  still	  shows	  that	  the	  German	  opinion	  was	  aimed	  at	  maintaining	  the	  present	  troop	  level	  (over	  half	  of	  the	  people	  wished	  the	  present	  level	  to	   be	  maintained).	   Furthermore,	   it	   does	   say	   that	   almost	   half	   of	   the	   Germans	   believed	  that	  the	  United	  States	  would	  reduce	  its	  European	  troop	  levels	  “during	  the	  next	  year	  or	  so”.146	  	   In	   a	   USIA	   report	   from	   1972,	   the	   public	   opinion	   trends	   affecting	   United	   States	  foreign	  policy	  around	  the	  globe	  were	  surveyed.	  The	  goal	  of	  these	  surveys	  was	  to	  come	  up	  with	  objective	  measurements	  on	  how	  the	  Presidential	  visits	  to	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  and	  China	  had	  changed	  the	  world’s	  view	  on	  foreign	  policy	  issues	  such	  as	  the	  Nixon	  Doctrine,	  arms	  control,	  and	  Vietnam.	  Appearing	  to	  be	  quite	  unspecific	  because	  of	  the	  broad	  nature	  of	   the	   surveys,	   there	   is	  one	   thing	   that	   is	  of	   significance	  when	   the	  goal	   is	   to	  assess	   the	  German	  opinions	  on	  troop	  withdrawals.	  In	  the	  part	  of	  the	  report	  that	  speaks	  about	  the	  Nixon	  Doctrine,	  it	  is	  said	  that	  in	  the	  world,	  only	  a	  minor	  portion	  of	  the	  countries	  showed	  impressions	  of	  a	  reduced	  U.S.	  involvement	  in	  world	  affairs.	  Among	  the	  countries	  that	  did	  show	  signs	  of	  a	  perceived	  growing	  U.S.	  isolationism,	  West	  Germany	  was	  one	  of	  the	  two	  countries	  (together	  with	  Caracas)	  that	  also	  showed	  a	  tendency	  towards	  less	  trust	  in	  U.S.	  defense	   assistance.147	   It	   has	   already	   been	   shown	   that	   the	   German	   media	   viewed	   the	  United	   States	   as	   isolationist	  more	   than	   other	   European	   countries’	  media	   did,	   and	   this	  report	  seems	  to	  corroborate	  this.	  The	  fact	  that	  the	  Germans	  showed	  a	  tendency	  towards	  less	   trust	   in	   U.S.	   defense	   assistance,	   could	   imply	   that	   trust	   in	   the	   U.S.	   military	  commitment	  was	  also	  diminishing.	  	  	   A	  USIA	  report	  from	  March	  9,	  1973	  came	  up	  with	  new	  specific	  information	  on	  how	  the	  Germans	  viewed	  the	  American	  troop	  presence.	  The	  information	  for	  this	  report	  was	  largely	  drawn	  from	  the	  German	  EMNID	  institute,	  but	  nevertheless	  gives	  useful	  insights	  in	  this	  matter.	  These	  statistics	  also	  show	  the	  movements	  in	  these	  opinions	  between	  the	  years	   1970	   and	   1972.	  When	   the	   question	  was	   if	   the	   people	  wanted	   to	   see	   the	   troops	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maintained,	   increased,	   reduced,	   or	   removed,	   an	   interesting	   image	   is	   constructed.	   The	  amount	   of	   people	   that	   chose	   for	  maintenance	   or	   increase,	   rose	   only	  marginally	   from	  54%	   to	   57%,	   while	   the	   percentage	   of	   people	   that	   favoured	   reduction	   or	   removal,	  doubled	  from	  17%	  to	  34%.	  The	  reason	  that	  this	  still	  amounts	  to	  a	  100%	  in	  both	  cases,	  is	  that	   significantly	   less	   people	   chose	   for	   the	   options	   “don’t	   care”	   or	   “no	   opinion”.	   This	  means	  that	  a	  majority	  of	  the	  people	  who	  were	  previously	  undecided,	  chose	  for	  removal	  or	  reduction	  in	  1972.	  The	  USIA	  translates	  this	  in	  the	  report	  as	  a	  majority	  support,	  but	  a	  declining	  trend.148	  	  	  	   It	  is	  of	  course	  true	  that	  of	  the	  Germans	  that	  chose	  for	  the	  options	  of	  withdrawal	  or	  removal	  of	  troops,	  significant	  amounts	  of	  people	  wanted	  to	  see	  some	  troops	  removed,	  but	  not	  all	  together.	  On	  the	  level	  of	  sentiment	  for	  U.S.	  troop	  reduction	  in	  Germany,	  the	  report	  speculates	  on	  this	  in	  the	  following	  manner:	  “What	  the	  feelings	  very	  probably	  are	  in	  
many	  cases	  is	  that	  a	  lesser	  number	  of	  U.S.	  troops	  on	  German	  soil	  would	  be	  enough	  to	  insure	  
the	  U.S.	  feeling	  fully	  committed	  to	  West	  German	  defense	  in	  event	  of	  attack.	  So,	  if	  fewer	  U.S.	  
troops	  can	  assure	  this,	  why	  should	  West	  Germany	  contribute	  to	  the	  support	  of	  as	  many	  as	  
the	   220,000	   American	   soldiers	   presently	   based	   in	  West	   Germany?”149	   This	   seems	   like	   a	  valid	  explanation	  for	  the	  reason	  why	  the	  trend	  for	  German	  support	  for	  U.S.	  troops	  was	  in	  decline,	  and	   indeed	  might	  very	  well	  have	  been	  the	  case,	  but	   for	   the	  bigger	  picture,	   the	  essence	   still	  was	   that	   the	   amount	  of	   support	   for	  U.S.	   troops	  based	   in	  Germany	  was	   in	  decline.	  	   But	  even	  if	  the	  amount	  of	  support	  was	  in	  decline,	  it	  still	  was	  largely	  positive.	  This	  was	   again	   underlined	   in	   the	   1973	  USIA	   report,	  which	   dealt	  with	   the	   broader	   topic	   of	  public	  opinion	  trends	  affecting	  U.S.	  foreign	  policies.	  In	  this	  report,	  on	  the	  specific	  section	  of	   security	  policies,	   it	   is	   said	   that	   a	   large	  majority	   of	   the	  German	  people	   continued	   to	  confirm	   the	   importance	   of	   NATO	   and	   supported	   the	   presence	   of	   U.S.	   troops.	   An	  interesting	   fact	   is	   that	   the	  minority	   that	   disliked	   the	  American	   troop	  presence,	   did	   so	  mainly	   because	   of	   the	   financial	   burden	   of	   the	   presence,	   and	   not	   so	  much	   because	   of	  active	  dislike	  of	  the	  troops.150	  	  	  
Other	  countries	  in	  the	  USIA	  reports.	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  troop	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   With	  Germany	  as	   the	  prime	  country	  under	  assessment	  here,	   it	   seems	   logical	   to	  shed	   some	   light	   on	   how	   the	   opinions	   from	   other	   European	   NATO	   countries	   were	  expressed	   through	   the	  USIA	   reports.	   To	   start	  with,	   some	   general	   information	   on	   how	  other	   countries’	   opinion	   towards	   the	   United	   States	   was,	   is	   a	   good	   starting	   point	   for	  assessment	  of	  what	  the	  USIA	  had	  to	  say	  about	  those	  other	  countries.	  	  	   As	  has	  already	  been	  shown,	  the	  Germans	  scored	  best	  in	  all	  surveys	  when	  it	  came	  to	   favourability	   towards	   the	  United	   States.	   In	   the	   survey	   of	   January	  1967,	   it	   is	   shown	  that	   West	   Germany	   rated	   a	   84%	   net	   favourability	   towards	   the	   United	   States.	   Italy	  reached	  the	  second	  place	  of	  the	  countries	  surveyed,	  with	  a	  percentage	  of	  74,	  followed	  by	  Great	  Britain	  with	  66%	  and	   finally	  France	  with	  41%.	  The	   latest	  statistics	  used	   for	   this	  rating	  are	  from	  the	  mid	  1960’s,	  but	  for	  the	  preceding	  ten	  years,	  the	  order	  was	  largely	  the	  same,	   with	   only	   minor	   differences	   such	   as	   Italy	   and	   on	   some	   occasions	   even	   Great	  Britain	  scoring	  better	  than	  Germany	  between	  1955,	  and	  1957.	  What	  is	  most	  interesting	  in	  these	  data	  however,	  is	  that	  France	  lagged	  behind	  in	  all	  data,	  being	  only	  less	  than	  half	  as	  favourable	  towards	  the	  United	  States	  in	  the	  latest	  survey	  results,	  and	  scoring	  almost	  down	  to	  one	  third	  the	  amount	  of	  Germany	  on	  average	  for	  the	  entire	  period.151	  The	  French	  public	  opinion	  towards	  the	  United	  States	  was	  on	  the	  rise	  in	  1969.	  A	  plurality	   (46%)	   of	   the	   French	   population	   had	   a	   good	   opinion	   of	   the	   United	   States.	  Furthermore,	  70%	  of	  the	  French	  said	  they	  had	  either	  considerable	  or	  great	  respect	  for	  the	  United	  States.152	  This	   is	   further	  testified	  by	  the	   fact	   that	   the	  attitudes	  to	  the	  newly	  elected	  President	  Nixon	  were	  good.	  The	  fact	  that	  De	  Gaulle	  had	  a	  favourable	  judgement	  of	  Nixon,	  and	  especially	  the	  hopes	  for	  a	  conclusion	  of	  the	  Vietnam	  War,	   led	  the	  French	  public	   to	   believe	   that	   the	   United	   States	   and	   France	   were	   drawing	   closer	   together.153	  After	  the	  invasion	  of	  Czechoslovakia,	  some	  anti	  Gaullist	  press	  thought	  that	  it	  could	  bring	  France	  closer	  to	  NATO,	  but	  in	  a	  press	  conference	  from	  the	  French	  minister	  of	  Defense,	  it	  is	   said	   that	   the	   invasion	  would	  be	  no	   justification	   for	  France	   to	  place	   its	   troops	  under	  NATO	  command	  again.154	  	  	  When	   it	   comes	   to	   French	   opinions	   on	   the	   issue	   of	   possible	   troop	  withdrawals	  specifically,	   something	   quite	   remarkable	   comes	   to	   light:	   the	   American	   troop	   strength	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was	  actually	  not	  a	  big	  issue	  in	  French	  public	  opinion.	  Only	  43%	  of	  the	  French	  population	  was	   actually	   aware	   that	   the	   United	   States	   stationed	   troops	   in	   Western	   Europe.	  Furthermore,	  only	  24%	  of	  the	  population	  favoured	  maintenance	  of	  the	  American	  troop	  strength	  as	  opposed	  to	  29%	  that	  actually	  favoured	  withdrawal	  or	  reduction.	  In	  the	  event	  of	   unilateral	   American	   troop	   withdrawals,	   the	   report	   states,	   a	   plurality	   (47%)	   of	   the	  French	  population	  thinks	  that	  France	  should	  maintain	  or	   increase	   its	  own	  forces.	  Only	  28%	  would	  want	  their	  government	  to	  reduce	  French	  forces	  involved.155	  	  On	   the	   Issue	   of	   security,	   however,	   the	   public	   opinion	   in	   France	   takes	   another	  shape.	   In	   the	   USIA	   report	   of	  March	   1970,	   it	   is	   stated	   that	   the	   French	   tend	   to	   look	   to	  Europe	  when	   it	   comes	   to	   security.	   48%	   of	   the	   surveyed	   French	   voted	   for	   one	   of	   the	  European	  nuclear	  options	  to	  rely	  on	  for	  security,	  while	  only	  27%	  would	  prefer	  to	  rely	  on	  the	   United	   States	   for	   protection.156	   In	  May	   1973,	   the	   troop	   level	   issue	  was	   still	   not	   a	  lively	  debate	  among	  the	  French	  public.	  In	  the	  light	  of	  the	  preliminary	  MBFR	  talks,	  only	  37%	   of	   the	   French	   recalled	   the	   U.S.	   troop	   presence	   in	   Europe.	   This	   minority,	   as	   the	  report	  puts	  it,	  does	  not	  share	  the	  government’s	  concern	  about	  the	  prospect	  of	  American	  troop	  cuts.	  Half	  of	  this	  minority	  wanted	  a	  reduction	  or	  removal	  of	  U.S.	  troops,	  while	  only	  34%	  favoured	  maintenance	  or	  an	  increase	  of	  the	  American	  forces.157	  	  	  
Country Awareness 
of U.S. 
troop 
presence 
Favour 
increasing 
or 
maintaining 
present 
U.S. troop 
levels  
Favour 
reducing or 
removing 
U.S. troops 
No opinion 
Germany 71% 54% 17% 29% 
Denmark 65% 37% 29% 34% 
Norway 64% 41% 27% 32% 
Great Britain 52% 40% 23% 37% 
France 43% 24% 29% 47% 
Italy 42% 16% 27% 57% 
Belgium  38% 34% 22% 44% 
Average: 54% 35% 25% 40% 158	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For	  purposes	  described	  earlier,	  the	  other	  NATO	  countries	  will	  receive	  only	  minor	  attention	  in	  this	  assessment.	  It	  still	  seems	  logical	  to	  shed	  some	  light	  on	  how	  the	  public	  opinion	   in	   these	   countries	   was	   towards	   the	   possible	   withdrawal	   of	   American	   troops	  from	   the	   continent.	   The	  1970	  USIA	   report	   on	   the	  European	   troop	   level	   surveys,	   gives	  some	   clear	   insight	   on	   how	   the	   different	   countries	   viewed	   the	   American	   troops	   in	  Europe,	   and	   in	  what	  degree	   they	  were	  aware	  of	   the	   troop	  strength.	  The	   results	  of	   the	  surveys	  come	  to	  the	  front	  as	  shown	  in	  the	  figure	  above.	  As	  described	  earlier,	  the	  Germans	  score	  “best”	  in	  these	  data,	  both	  on	  awareness	  if	  U.S.	   troops,	   and	   on	   favourability	   towards	   the	   troop	   level.	   Interesting	   findings	   beyond	  this,	  are	  that	  the	  Scandinavian	  countries	  are	  remarkably	  well	  aware	  of	  the	  presence	  of	  the	   troop	   strength,	   that	   the	   Italians	   display	   an	   unusual	   amount	   of	   no	   opinion	   on	   this	  matter,	  and	  that	  Belgium	  is	  least	  aware	  of	  the	  American	  troops	  in	  Europe.	  Furthermore,	  France	   and	   Italy	   are	   the	   only	   two	   countries	   in	  which	  more	  people	   favour	   reducing	  or	  removing	  instead	  of	  maintaining	  or	  increasing	  the	  troop	  strength.	  	  	  	  	   Further	  interesting	  things	  that	  appear	  in	  the	  USIA	  reports	  are	  the	  following.	  In	  a	  January	  1986	  report,	  it	  is	  stated	  that	  reduction	  of	  American	  troops	  found	  relatively	  little	  opposition	  in	  this	  period.159	  Furthermore,	  “Apparently,	  the	  British	  people	  are	  not	  thinking	  
of	   U.S.	   troops	   in	   Europe	   as	   an	   offset	   to	   their	   own	   planned	   defence	   reductions”.160	  Apparently,	  the	  British	  were	  not	  willing	  to	  take	  up	  more	  of	  the	  defense	  burden	  on	  their	  own:	  “Many	  informed	  observers,	  …	  took	  the	  view	  that	  the	  public	  would	  reject	  attempts	  to	  
increase	  defense	  expenditures”.161	  As	   for	   the	   reasons	   for	   the	   British	   attitudes	   towards	   the	   troops:	   In	   1970,	   the	  British	  public	  that	   favoured	  a	  reduction	  of	  American	  troops	  did	  so	  for	  various	  political	  and	  economic	  reasons	  without	  a	  specific	  reason	  standing	  out.	  The	  British	  that	  favoured	  maintenance	   or	   an	   increase	   of	   American	   forces	   did	   so	   because	   of	   increased	   world	  tension	  or	  proven	  effectiveness	  of	  the	  status	  quo.162	  The	   Benelux	   countries	   added	   relatively	   little	   to	   NATO	   military	   strength,	   and	  because	  of	   that,	   the	  report	   from	  right	  after	   the	  Soviet	   invasion	  of	  Czechoslovakia,	  says	  that	   the	   public	   opinion	   is	   not	   very	   concerned	   about	   a	   predominant	   United	   States	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  January	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  160	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influence	  in	  NATO.	  For	  this	  reason,	  few	  people	  would	  support	  greater	  influence	  in	  NATO	  at	  the	  expense	  of	  America’s	  military	  commitment	  to	  the	  continent.163	  	  When	   talking	   about	   how	   the	   Scandinavian	   attitude	   is	   towards	   an	   increase	   of	  defence	   expenditures	   in	   their	   own	   countries,	   the	   following	   is	   said	   in	   the	   same	   report:	  “Opinion	  leaders	  in	  Norway	  and	  Denmark	  stress	  the	  need	  for	  a	  “strong”	  NATO.	  But	  many	  
consider	   that	  NATO’s	   strength	   lies	   in	  American	  power,	  particularly	   its	  nuclear	  deterrent.	  
For	  this	  reason,	  many	  question	  the	  value	  of	  conventional	  defense	  forces.”164	  	  	  
Sources	  on	  European	  opinions	  other	  than	  the	  USIA	  reports.	  	  
	  	   There	   were	   several	   other	   institutions	   that	   were	   occupied	   with	  monitoring	   the	  opinions	   in	   Europe	   like	   the	   EMNID	   (a	   German	   research	   institute	   primarily	   concerned	  with	   public	   opinion,	   news	   and	   information),	   and	   the	   Wickert	   institute	   (a	   German	  research	   institute	  primarily	   concerned	  with	  public	  opinions,	  markets,	   and	  economics).	  These	  reports	  were,	  of	  course	  written	  in	  the	  language	  of	  the	  country	  in	  which	  they	  were	  produced.	  On	  some	  occasions,	  these	  reports	  were	  used	  by	  the	  USIA,	  to	  be	  incorporated	  into	  their	  own	  reports.	  When	  such	  reports	  were	  presented	   in	  English,	   they	  were	  often	  poorly	   translated.	   So	   the	   information	   of	   these	   monitoring	   institutions	   did	   eventually	  have	  the	  possibility	  to	  find	  their	  way	  to	  the	  policy-­‐makers,	  but	  it	  was	  always	  trough	  the	  USIA.	  Other	  possible	  sources	  of	   information	  about	  European	  opinions	  are	  hard	  to	  find.	  Communication	  between	  embassies	  provide	  some	  insight,	  but	  this	  is	  mainly	  about	  what	  the	  allied	  governments	  thought	  of	  the	  matter	  and	  not	  what	  the	  general	  opinion	  about	  it	  was.	  One	  other	  source	  is	  a	  National	  Intelligence	  Estimate	  from	  the	  CIA	  from	  December	  1972,	  which	  deals	  with	  the	  problems	  in	  U.S.	  -­‐	  West	  European	  relations.	  	  	  	   	   Some	   information	   on	   the	   opinions	   made	   it	   from	   the	   embassies	   to	  Washington,	  however.	  In	  March	  1973,	  there	  was	  talk	  about	  a	  growing	  anti-­‐Americanism	  in	  West	  Germany.	  A	  telegram	  from	  the	  Bonn	  embassy	  to	  the	  Secretary	  of	  State,	  reports	  on	   this	   phenomenon.	   	   Although	   the	   anti-­‐Americanism	   was	   limited	   in	   scope,	   and	  primarily	   confined	   to	   the	   intellectual	   community,	   the	   aims	   of	   these	   people	   were	   no	  indicators	  of	  a	  good	  opinion	  towards	  the	  American	  troops.	  The	  youth	  organization	  of	  the	  SPD,	   the	   telegram	   reports,	   recommended	   eventual	   removal	   of	   all	   foreign	   troops	   from	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German	  soil	  and	  to	  end	  the	  offset	  arrangements	  for	  U.S.	  troops	  in	  West	  Germany.165	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  the	  telegram	  from	  ambassador	  Hillenbrand	  also	  stated	  that	  the	  average	  German	   citizen	   still	   recognized	   the	   necessity	   of	   American	   support	   for	   the	   alliance	   on	  which	  his	  basic	  security	  rested.166	  	   The	  National	  Intelligence	  Estimate	  from	  the	  CIA,	  sought	  to	  expose	  the	  issues	  most	  likely	   to	   trouble	   U.S.	   –	   Western	   European	   relations	   in	   the	   upcoming	   few	   years.	   The	  reductions	   in	   the	  U.S.	  military	   role	   in	   Europe	   are	   among	   the	   things	   dealt	  with	   in	   this	  estimate.	  In	  this	  piece,	   it	   is	  said	  that	  there	  was	  no	  question	  that	  all	  the	  West	  European	  governments	  oppose	  major	  U.S.	   troop	  withdrawals.	   It	  also	  says,	  however,	   that	  none	  of	  these	  governments	  wanted	  to	  risk	  charges	  from	  domestic	  political	  opponents	  of	  having	  “lost”	  a	  measure	  of	  U.S.	  support,	  or	  to	  face	  the	  economic	  choices	  of	  how	  or	  even	  whether	  to	   do	   more	   in	   their	   own	   defense.167	   Apparently,	   the	   foreign	   governments	   saw	   their	  domestic	  opinion	  on	  the	  matter	  as	  crucial	  to	  whether	  or	  not	  they	  were	  going	  to	  be	  able	  to	   be	   effective	   in	   burden	   sharing.	   In	   this	   way,	   this	   is	   a	   sign	   of	   a	   European	   opinion	  favourable	  towards	  the	  American	  troop	  strength	  in	  Europe.	  	  	  	   The	  governments	  had	  anticipated	  that	   troop	  cuts	  were	  underway.	  Mutual	  U.S.	  –	  Soviet	  troop	  reductions	  were	  favoured	  by	  the	  allied	  governments,	  however,	  because	  in	  this	  way,	  the	  troop	  reductions	  would	  seem	  less	  dramatic	  to	  popular	  opinions	  in	  Europe	  than	  would	  be	  the	  case	  with	  unilateral	  U.S.	  troop	  reductions.	  For	  the	  same	  reasons,	  most	  governments	  wanted	  expressions	  of	  distress	  over	  both	  mutual	  and	  unilateral	  troop	  cuts	  maintained	  to	  a	  minimum	  in	  order	  to	  keep	  up	  public	  confidence	  in	  the	  Western	  defense	  structure.168	  In	  this	  case,	  it	  also	  shows	  that	  opinions	  in	  Europe	  were	  favourable	  towards	  the	   American	   troop	   strength,	   and	   that	   allied	   European	   governments	   acted	   and	  anticipated	  accordingly.	  	  	  	   So	   this	   National	   Intelligence	   Estimate	   gives	   some	   broad	   and	   some	   specific	  information	  on	  how	  the	  European	  attitude	  was	  towards	  the	  American	  troop	  strength	  in	  Europe.	  What	   is	   also	   interesting,	  however,	   is	   that	   it	   also	  gives	   some	  advice	  on	  how	   to	  deal	  with	   the	   issue	  of	  possible	   troop	   reductions.	   It	   states	   that:	   “Reductions	   in	  US	   force	  
levels	   in	   Europe	  might	   well	   result	   in	   some	   lessening	   of	   US	   influence	   on	  West	   European	  
affairs,	  but	  troop	  cuts	  would	  not	  by	  themselves	  make	  the	  West	  Europeans	  more	  responsive	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  Western	  Europe.	  Germany	  (Bonn),	  January-­‐September	  1973,	  0319-­‐0320.	  	  166	  Ibidem,	  0324.	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  National	  Intelligence	  Estimate,	  Washington,	  December	  14,	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  Ibidem.	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to	   Soviet	   wishes.”	   and	   that	   “Reducing	   the	   number	   of	   US	   forces	   in	   Western	   Europe	   will	  
nonetheless	   be	   a	   very	   delicate	   manoeuvre	   …	   A	   critical	   factor	   would	   be	   the	   manner	   of	  
consultations	   within	   NATO	  itself,	   and	   especially	   US	   sensitivity	   to	   the	   need	   for	   full	   and	  
deliberate	  consideration	  of	  allied	  views	  before	  decisions	  seemed	  to	  have	  been	  reached.”169	  	   Yet	   an	   other	   way	   of	   staying	   informed	   on	   the	   European	   opinions	   on	   the	   troop	  strength	   in	  Europe	   for	   the	  President,	  was	   to	   ask	   someone	  personally	   to	   report	  on	   the	  situation.	   Secretary	   of	   Defense	   Laird	   responded	   to	  Nixon’s	   request	   to	   report	   from	  his	  trip	  to	  Europe	  on	  (among	  other	  things)	  the	  general	  mood	  and	  the	  U.S.	  forces	  in	  Europe	  in	  a	  memorandum	  from	  November,	  1971.	  Laird	  seems	  to	  be	  quite	  drastic	  in	  his	  findings.	  He	  calls	  the	  German	  mood	  one	  of	  “mistrust	  in	  U.S.	  future	  actions”,	  and	  says	  that	  the	  trust	  the	   German	   people	   had	   in	  maintaining	   an	   adequate	   defense	   establishment,	   would	   be	  weakened.	  Furthermore,	  he	  says	  that	  the	  “dwindling	  enthusiasm”	  for	  the	  maintenance	  of	  the	   armed	   forces	   was	   not	   confined	   to	   Germany,	   but	   was	   present	   throughout	   NATO	  Europe.170	  	  	   So,	  apart	  from	  the	  reports	  produced	  by	  the	  USIA,	  there	  were	  other	  ways	  in	  which	  the	  government	  was	  kept	  informed	  on	  how	  the	  situation	  around	  the	  European	  opinions	  in	  general	  and	  specifically	  on	  troop	  withdrawals	  was	  composed.	  The	  question	  remains,	  of	   course,	   if	   this	   information	   was	   taken	   seriously,	   and	   if	   the	   policy-­‐makers	   were	  influenced	  by	  this	  view	  on	  European	  opinions.	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  from	  Secretary	  of	  Defense	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4.	  The	  influence	  of	  European	  opinions	  on	  the	  Executive	  branch.	  	  	  As	   has	   been	   shown	   up	   to	   this	   point,	   there	   was	   a	   large	   amount	   of	   information	  available	  on	  the	  European	  opinions	  on	  the	  troop	  withdrawals	  debate.	  Both	  from	  official	  reports	   from	   the	  USIA	   and	   from	   communication	  with	   the	   embassies.	   The	   next	   task	   in	  this	   assessment,	   is	   to	   look	   in	  what	  degree	   this	   information	  was	   taken	   seriously	   in	   the	  making	   of	   policy.	   To	   this	   end,	   there	   shall	   firstly	   be	   given	   a	   short	   summary	   on	   how	  influential	   the	   USIA	  was	   in	   this	   period.	   Beyond	   that,	  memoranda	   of	   National	   Security	  Council	  meetings	  shall	  be	  looked	  into	  to	  see	  if,	  and	  how	  the	  results	  of	  the	  reports	  were	  taken	   into	  account.	  Thereafter,	  an	  effort	  shall	  be	  made	   to	  see	   in	  what	  ways	  Nixon	  and	  Kissinger	  referred	  to	  European	  opinions	  in	  the	  context	  of	  this	  debate.	  	  	  
What	  was	  the	  role	  of	  the	  USIA	  in	  policy-­making?	  
	  	   An	  overview	  of	  the	  USIA	  at	  the	  time	  of	  the	  presidency	  of	  Nixon	  has	  already	  been	  given	   in	  chapter	  three.	  As	  has	  been	  shown,	  during	  the	  presidency	  of	  Nixon,	   the	   formal	  influence	  of	  the	  USIA	  in	  the	  policy-­‐making	  process	  had	  diminished	  to	  possibly	  the	  lowest	  point	  in	  its	  existence.	  The	  first	  USIA	  director	  under	  Nixon,	  Shakespeare,	  was	  on	  a	  good	  relationship	  with	   the	   President,	   and	   the	   second,	   Keogh,	   had	   a	   good	   relationship	  with	  both	   Nixon	   and	   Kissinger,	   but	   at	   that	   time,	   the	   prospects	   for	   the	   USIA	   to	   regain	   a	  position	  of	  influence	  had	  diminished	  because	  of	  the	  Watergate	  scandal.	  The	  director	  of	  the	  USIA	  was	  only	  to	  attend	  to	  the	  NSC	  meeting	  on	  invitation.	  	  	   The	  position	  of	  the	  USIA	  in	  the	  NSC	  is	  exemplified	  by	  a	  memorandum	  sent	  from	  Shakespeare	  to	  Kissinger	  on	  Augustus	  3,	  1970.	  In	  this,	  he	  asks	  to	  let	  the	  USIA	  director	  be	  invited	  to	  participate	  in	  all	  meetings	  from	  the	  Washington	  Special	  Actions	  Group	  dealing	  with	   Southeast	  Asia.	   The	   stance	  Kissinger	   took	   on	   this	   request	   is	   striking,	   because	   he	  wrote	   “nonsense”	   at	   the	   top	   of	   the	   memorandum.171	   Later	   that	   year,	   USIA	  Deputy	  Director	  Loomis	   complained	   that	   out	   of	   89	  National	   Security	  Decision	  Memorandums,	  only	  9	  had	   found	   their	  way	   to	   the	  USIA.	  The	  NSC	  Staff	   Secretary	  Davis	   replied	  on	   this	  complaint	   that	   “As	   you	   know,	   more	   than	   a	   year	   ago	   we	   cut	   back	   on	   the	   amount	   of	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  Memorandum	  to	  the	  President's	  Assistant	  for	  National	  Security	  Affairs	  Henry	  Kissinger,	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information	  we	  were	  giving	  USIA	  about	  NSC	  activities	  at	  Mr.	  Kissinger's	  request”.172	  From	  this	   point	   of	   view,	   it	   seems	   as	   if	   Kissinger	   was	   actively	   working	   to	   keep	   the	   USIA	  involved	  as	  little	  as	  possible.	  Eventually,	  this	  tendency	  turned	  around	  for	  the	  USIA.	  After	  Shakespeare	  met	  with	  Kissinger	   in	  March	  1971,	   there	  was	   reached	  an	  agreement	   that	  Shakespeare	  would	  not	  be	  a	  formal	  member	  of	  the	  NSC,	  but	  that	  he	  would	  be	  invited	  to	  all	  the	  NSC	  meetings,	  thus	  giving	  him	  more	  access	  to	  policy-­‐making	  circles.173	  	  	   So,	  to	  give	  some	  insights	   in	  how	  Shakespeare	  as	  representative	  of	  the	  USIA	  was	  involved	  at	  high-­‐level	  meetings	  within	  the	  government,	   it	  seems	  wise	  to	  take	  a	   look	  at	  the	   minutes	   and	   memorandums	   of	   these	   meetings.	   The	   minutes	   of	   a	   meeting	   of	   the	  review	   group	   of	   the	   first	   SALT	   talks,	   provide	   an	   opportunity	   to	   see	   how	   Shakespeare	  participated	   in	   such	   meetings.	   In	   this	   meeting,	   the	   “stop	   where	   we	   are”	   (SWWA)	  proposal	  was	  discussed,	  which	  proposed	  in	  essence	  that	  all	  strategic	  arms	  construction	  and	   testing	   be	   halted	   from	   that	   point	   onwards.	   In	   these	  minutes,	   Shakespeare	   agrees	  with	   the	   proponents	   of	   the	   SWWA	   proposal,	   and	   he	   immediately	   attaches	   the	   public	  opinion	   factor	   to	   this	   consideration.	   “Shakespeare	  agreed	  with	  G.	   Smith	  that	  SWWA	  was	  
the	  most	  attractive	  option	  for	  people	  here	  and	  abroad.	  It	  seemed	  to	  connote	  a	  self-­evident	  
fairness.	   However,	   there	   could	   be	   problems	  with	   public	   opinion	   both	   here	   and	   overseas,	  
particularly	   concerning	   the	   “verification	  with	   confidence”	   problem.	  Western	   Europe	   and	  
others	  in	  the	  free	  world	  depended	  on	  US	  military	  strength.	  There	  would	  be	  great	  pressure	  
concerning	  the	  confidence	  of	  our	  verification	  capabilities	  and	  people	  would	  not	  be	  willing	  
to	   live	  with	   risks.	  Kissinger	  wondered	  whether	   this	   consideration	  did	  not	  apply	   to	  all	   the	  
options.	  Shakespeare	  replied	   that	   it	   did	   but	   was	   most	   relevant	   for	   this	   one.”174	   In	   this	  sense,	  it	  can	  be	  said	  that	  Shakespeare	  had	  a	  voice	  in	  these	  meetings,	  and	  that	  his	  opinion	  was	   asked	   for	  by,	   in	   this	   case,	  Kissinger.	   Furthermore,	   he	   seems	   to	  be	   able	   to	  put	   the	  overseas	   opinion	   forward	   as	   an	   important	   factor	   in	   such	   considerations.	   Later	   on	   in	  these	  minutes,	  he	  again	  stresses	  the	  importance	  of	  the	  American	  verification	  capabilities	  as	  a	  crucial	  factor	  because	  of	  the	  public	  opinion	  in	  the	  countries	  involved.	  175	  	  	   Shakespeare	   was	   informative	   and	   constructive	   during	   the	   meeting	   concerning	  the	  SALT	  talks,	  this	  was	  not	  the	  case	  with	  a	  meeting	  about	  the	  U.S.	  strategies	  and	  forces	  for	  NATO	  from	  june	  1970.	  In	  this	  meeting,	  Shakespeare	  remained	  remarkably	  silent.	  And	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  172	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  173	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  from	  Shakespeare	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  Kissinger,	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  1971.	  174	  Minutes	  of	  a	  Review	  Group	  Meeting,	  Washington,	  June	  19,	  1969,	  2:10–3:20	  p.m.	  	  175	  Ibidem.	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even	  when	  Kissinger	  remarked	  that	  he	  thought	  that	  uncertainties	  in	  NATO	  force	  levels	  might	   very	  well	   produce	   a	   crisis	   of	   confidence,	   Shakespeare	   did	   not	   give	   any	   further	  information	  on	  how	  he	   thought	   this	  would	  work	  out.	   Later,	   on	   the	   topic	  of	   force	   cuts,	  Kissinger	  remarked	  that	  the	  overall	  military	  balance	  with	  the	  Soviet	  bloc	  was	  included	  a	  disparity	   in	   ground	   forces	   to	   the	   benefit	   of	   the	   Soviet	   Union.	   In	   reaction	   to	   this,	  Shakespeare	   only	   asked	   if	   planes	   would	   be	   held	   back	   for	   a	   nuclear	   strike,	   instead	   of	  giving	  his	  opinion	  or	  advices	  on	  the	  troop	  levels.176	  Beyond	  this,	  Shakespeare	  does	  little	  more	  than	  asking	  questions	  in	  the	  meeting.	  	  	   On	   another	   occasion,	   Shakespeare	   did	   seem	   to	   give	   advices	   on	   the	   basis	   of	   his	  knowledge	  of	  how	  the	  public	  would	  react.	   In	  a	  memorandum	  from	  Kissinger	   to	  Nixon,	  the	  U.S.	  policy	  on	  toxins	  is	  discussed.	  There	  were	  three	  options	  open,	  of	  which	  the	  last	  renounced	   the	   use,	   development,	   and	   stockpiling	   of	   toxic	   weapons.	   In	   this	   memo,	  Kissinger	   stated	   that	   Shakespeare	  was	   in	   favour	   of	   this	   option	   because	   this	  would	   be	  most	  acceptable	  to	  the	  public	  at	  home	  as	  well	  as	  abroad.177	  This	  piece	  of	  information	  is	  of	  course	  rather	   insignificant	   in	  relation	  to	  the	  troop	  withdrawals,	  but	   it	  still	  serves	  to	  show	   that	   the	   advice	   of	   Shakespeare	  was	   taken	   into	   account.	  Beyond	   these	   examples,	  Shakespeare	  regularly	  shows	  up	  in	  memorandums	  that	  were	  concerned	  with	  the	  other	  task	  of	  the	  USIA:	  to	  inform	  and	  influence	  people	  about	  the	  policies	  of	  the	  United	  States,	  such	  as	  the	  transmittance	  of	  Radio	  Free	  Europe	  from	  Munich.	  	  	  
How	  did	  the	  European	  opinions	  influence	  the	  policy-­making?	  	  
	  	   The	   minutes	   and	   memoranda	   in	   the	   volumes	   of	   the	   Foreign	   Relations	   of	   the	  United	  States	  can	  also	  give	  an	  insight	  in	  how	  the	  European	  opinions	  were	  of	  influence	  on	  the	  American	  policy	  as	  it	  came	  in	  to	  being.	  	  	   A	  memorandum	   from	   Secretary	   of	   State	   Rogers	   to	   President	   Nixon	   concerning	  the	   early	   Communist	   bloc-­‐proposals	   for	   a	   European	   security	   conference,	   shows	   that	  consideration	  concerning	  to	  European	  opinions	  on	  this	  matter	  were	   in	   fact	   taken	   in	  to	  account.	   The	   Warsaw	   Pact’s	   proposal	   for	   the	   conference	   had	   gained	   resonance	   in	  Western	   Europe,	   Rogers	   writes.	   In	   reaction	   to	   this,	  “several	   Allied	   governments	   urged	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  176	  Minutes	  of	  a	  National	  Security	  Council	  Review	  Group	  Meeting,	  Washington,	  June	  16,	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  p.m.	  177	  Memorandum	  From	  the	  President’s	  Assistant	  for	  National	  Security	  Affairs	  (Kissinger)	  to	  President	  Nixon,	  Washington,	  undated.	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that	  a	  direct	  and	  generally	  favourable	  response	  to	  the	  Warsaw	  Pact	  proposal	  be	  included	  
in	  the	  communiqué	  of	  the	  Washington	  Ministerial	  meeting.”.178	  What	  is	  also	  important	  is	  that	  Rogers	  stated	  that	   this	  conference	  was	  of	  particular	   importance	   to	   the	  Europeans	  because	  it	  was	  as	  he	  put	  it	  “the	  European	  equivalent	  to	  SALT”.	  Since	  SALT	  was	  largely	  a	  bilateral	   issue,	   a	   European	   security	   conference	   was	   the	   ideal	   way	   for	   European	  governments	  to	  actively	  engage	   in	  negotiations	  for	  their	  own	  security.	  For	  this	  reason,	  Rogers	  explicitly	  advises	  that	  the	  United	  States	  should	  not	  stand	  in	  the	  way	  of	  it.	  	  When	  it	  came	  to	  the	  question	  of	  unilateral	  force	  reductions	  versus	  balanced	  force	  reductions,	   Rogers	   also	   gives	   an	   advice,	   which	   corresponded	   to	   what	   the	   European	  opinion	   was	   on	   this	   point.	   “It	   would	   appeal	   to	   a	   Western	   public	   opinion	   anxious	   for	  
tangible	  signs	  of	  progress	  toward	  disarmament.	  In	  the	  likely	  event	  that	  the	  Soviets	  refuse	  
to	  discuss	   this	  question	  seriously,	  we	  would	  presumably	  be	  better	  placed	  to	  maintain	   the	  
position	   that	   unilateral	   force	   reductions	   would	   be	   self-­defeating.”179	   Through	   this,	   it	  becomes	  clear	  that	  the	  European	  opinion	  was	  of	  influence	  on	  the	  advices	  the	  President	  received	  on	  possible	  force	  reductions	  from	  the	  American	  side,	  though	  these	  advices	  did	  in	  this	  case	  not	  originate	  from	  the	  USIA.	  	  In	  a	  memorandum	  forwarded	  to	  the	  President	  by	  Kissinger,	  a	  view	  is	  given	  on	  the	  strategic	   position	   of	   the	   United	   States.	   Kissinger	   thought	   of	   it	   as	   a	   “comprehensive	  assessment”,	  and	  thus	  thought	  the	  President	  should	  read	  it.	  The	  memorandum	  includes	  an	   account	   of	   a	   German	   leader	   who	  was	   inclined	   to	   be	  more	   orientated	   towards	   the	  Soviet	  Union	  because	  he	  was	  convinced	  that	  the	  United	  States	  would	  sooner	  or	  later	  pull	  their	   troops	  out	  of	  Germany.	  Even	   though	   this	   fear	  may	  not	  have	  been	  well	  grounded,	  virtually	  all	  Germans	  who	  had	  opinions	  on	  foreign	  and	  world	  affairs	  shared	  this	  opinion.	  The	   writer	   speaks	   of	   the	   invasion	   of	   Czechoslovakia	   as	   turning	   point	   where	   public	  opinion	  was	  that	  it	  would	  re-­‐awaken	  the	  Western	  world	  and	  revive	  NATO.	  This	  did	  not	  happen,	   according	   to	   this	  memorandum,	   and	   therefore,	   the	   implicit	   suggestion	   is	   that	  the	  troop	  strength	  should	  be	  maintained.180	  	  In	   a	   National	   Security	   Memorandum	   from	   November	   21,	   1969,	   Kissinger	  communicates	   from	   the	   President	   to	   the	   Secretaries	   of	   Defense	   and	   State,	   and	   the	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  Memorandum	  From	  Secretary	  of	  State	  Rogers	  to	  President	  Nixon,	  Washington,	  October	  31,	  1969.	  179	  Ibidem.	  180	  Memorandum	  From	  the	  President's	  Assistant	  for	  National	  Security	  Affairs	  (Kissinger)	  to	  President	  Nixon,	  Washington,	  undated.	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Director	   of	   Central	   intelligence,	   that	   the	   President	   wanted	   a	   study	   of	   alternative	   U.S.	  force	  deployments	  in	  NATO.	  Among	  other	  things,	  this	  study	  should	  examine	  allied	  views	  concerning	   an	   appropriate	   NATO	   defense	   strategy,	   and	   the	   political	   and	   economic	  implications	   of	   modifications	   to	   strategies	   and	   force	   in	   NATO.	   This	   study	   should	   be	  conducted	  under	  guidance	  of	  a	  committee	  including	  representatives	  of	  the	  Joint	  Chiefs	  of	  Staff,	  and	  the	  Secretary	  of	  Defense,	  but	  not	  including	  a	  representation	  of	  the	  USIA.	  In	  this	  sense,	   it	   can	  be	   said	   that	  when	   the	  President	  wanted	   to	  get	   additional	   information	  on	  how	  to	  handle	  affairs	  relating	  to	  possible	  troop	  cuts	  in	  Europe,	  the	  USIA	  was	  not	  in	  a	  role	  of	   guidance	   for	   such	   a	   study,	   while	   the	   views	   in	   Europe	  were	   in	   fact	   included	   in	   the	  study.181	  One	  other	  example	  of	  how	  opinions	  in	  Europe	  were	  taken	  into	  account	  comes	  to	  the	   front	   when	   a	   memorandum	   of	   a	   conversation	   between	   Prime	   Minister	   Heath,	  President	   Nixon,	   and	   National	   Security	   advisor	   Kissinger,	   is	   looked	   upon.	   In	   this	  conversation,	  from	  December	  20,	  1971,	  CSCE	  and	  MBFR	  were	  discussed.	  When	  it	  comes	  to	  the	  CSCE	  negotiations	  the	  Soviets	  favoured,	  there	  clearly	  is	  reluctance	  to	  commit	  on	  an	   early	   stage	   to	   such	   a	   conference	   from	  both	   the	  American	   and	   the	  British	   side.	   The	  Soviets,	  as	  the	  Prime	  Minister	  noted,	  accused	  the	  British	  of	  being	  an	  obstacle	  to	  Détente.	  President	  Nixon	   replied	   to	   this	   by	   asking	   if	   this	   influenced	   the	   public	   support	   for	   the	  government	  of	  Heath.	  The	  Prime	  Minister	  replied	  that	  the	  rate	  of	  approval	  was	  still	  80%.	  In	  this	  case,	   the	  President	  clearly	  sees	  the	  public	  opinion	  or	  public	   justification	  for	  the	  European	  governments	  as	  influential	  to	  the	  course	  that	  the	  United	  States	  should	  take	  in	  policy	   concerning	   the	  CSCE.	  This	   is	  even	  more	  expressed	  when	  Nixon	  asks	  about	  how	  this	  related	  to	  the	  statement	  of	  the	  French	  President	  Pompidou,	  in	  which	  he	  said	  that	  the	  French	  public	  demanded	  a	  Security	  Conference.182	  When	   the	  Mansfield	   amendment	   came,	   and	  Nixon	  and	  Kissinger	  were	   trying	   to	  influence	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  Senate	  vote,	  the	  President	  held	  a	  meeting	  with	  former	  high	  government	  officials	   and	  military	  officers	   to	  discuss	   the	  Mansfield	   amendment.	  At	   the	  moment	   of	   this	  meeting	   in	  May	   1971,	   the	   President	  was	   already	   firm	   in	   his	   personal	  commitment	   to	   the	   troop	   strength	   in	   Europe,	   but	   the	   discussion	   on	   how	   to	  mobilize	  bipartisan	  support	  for	  maintenance	  of	  the	  troops	  nevertheless	  carried	  some	  arguments	  relating	  to	  the	  European	  opinions	  on	  the	  matter.	  George	  Ball,	   for	   instance,	  commented	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  National	  Security	  Study	  Memorandum	  84,	  Washington,	  November	  21,	  1969.	  182	  Conversation	  between	  Richard	  Nixon	  and	  Edward	  Heath,	  December	  20,	  1971.	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that	  he	  had	  recently	  been	  in	  Germany	  for	  six	  times,	  and	  he	  recalled	  the	  troubles	  with	  the	  SPD.	  The	  situation	  he	  refers	  to,	  in	  this	  instance,	  is	  most	  likely	  the	  Youth	  organization	  of	  the	   SPD,	   which	   favoured	   complete	   eventual	   removal	   of	   all	   American	   forces	   from	  Germany.	  He	   states	   that	   “The	   situation	   in	   the	  SPD	  was	   alarming.	   A	   new	  generation	  had	  
emerged	   and	   there	   was	   again	   the	   historic	   debate	   between	   Eastern	   and	  Western	   policy.	  
Eastern	   policy	   frequently	   won.”183	   With	   this,	   he	   addresses	   to	   the	   President	   the	  importance	  of	  the	  German	  public	  support	  for	  the	  American	  troops	  in	  Europe.	  	  	  	  The	   influence	   European	   opinions	   had	   on	   the	   Executive	   through	   the	   USIA	   was	  twofold.	  As	  an	  agency,	  the	  USIA	  did	  not	  enjoy	  official	  influence,	  because	  when	  a	  study	  on	  alternative	  U.S.	  force	  deployments	  in	  NATO	  was	  conducted,	  this	  did	  not	  include	  the	  USIA.	  On	  the	  other	  hand	  though,	  while	  Kissinger	  actively	  worked	  to	  diminish	  the	  influence	  of	  the	  USIA,	  Shakespeare	  nevertheless	  had	  some	  influence	  on	  policy-­‐making	  when	  it	  comes	  to	   the	   American	   policy.	   There	   is	   no	   direct	   evidence	   that	   Shakespeare	   influenced	   the	  Executive	   in	   their	   actions	   concerning	   the	   debate	   on	   troop	   withdrawals,	   but	   this	  nevertheless	  seems	  likely	  because	  he	  did	  enjoy	  influence	  on	  the	  Executive	  when	  it	  came	  to	   American	   foreign	   policy	   in	   general.	   Beyond	   the	   USIA,	   European	   opinions	   were	   of	  influence	   on	   the	   Executive	   branch	   in	   other	  ways.	   Examples	   of	   this	   are	   through	   Prime	  Minister	  Heath,	  and	  George	  Ball.	  Shortly	  said,	  when	  looking	  at	  these	  examples,	   it	   looks	  like	  the	  Executive	  thought	  that	  European	  opinions	  on	  this	  matter	  were	  of	  importance.	  It	  appears	   that	   they	   were	   influenced	   by	   European	   opinions	   in	   several	   ways	   to	   a	  considerable	  extent.	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5.	  The	  influence	  of	  European	  opinions	  on	  the	  Legislative	  branch.	  	  	   So	  once	   it	  has	  been	  shown	  how	   information	  on	   the	  European	  opinions	   reached	  the	  Americans	  that	  made	  policy,	  and	  how	  the	  Executive	  branch	  was	  influenced	  by	  this,	  there	   seems	   to	   be	   only	   one	   question	   left	   open;	   how	   the	   Legislative	   branch	   was	  influenced	  by	   the	  European	  opinions	   in	   forming	   their	   own	  opinions	   on	   the	   debate	   on	  troop	  withdrawals	  from	  Europe,	  and	  how	  the	  debate	  was	  influenced	  by	  this.	  This	  is	  not	  an	   easy	   task	   because	   Congressional	   Records	   do	   not	   show	   if	   Congressmen	   were	  influenced	   by	   one	   argument	   or	   the	   other	  when	   they	   voted	   on	   a	   certain	   resolution	   or	  amendment.	   Nevertheless,	   the	   Congressional	   Records	   do	   reveal	   the	   arguments	   that	  were	  used	  in	  the	  debate	  by	  both	  opponents	  and	  proponents	  of	  troop	  withdrawals	  from	  Europe.	  The	  method	  for	  saying	  something	  about	  this	  question	  shall	  then	  be	  to	  assess	  the	  Congressional	  Records	  at	  the	  time	  of	  the	  most	  notable	  resolutions	  and	  amendments	  that	  took	  place	  between	  1968	  and	  1974.	  Beyond	  that,	  a	  look	  shall	  be	  taken	  on	  how	  the	  composition	  of	  Congress	  could	  have	  been	  of	  influence	  on	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  debate.	  Lundestad	  states	  that	  in	  the	  period	  from	  1960	  to	  1980,	  the	  demographic	  changes	  in	  the	  United	  States	  had	  an	  impact	  on	  the	  way	  politics	  was	  orientated	  towards	  Europe.	  The	  Midwest	  and	  the	  Northeast	  were,	  according	  to	  him,	  more	  orientated	  towards	  Europe	  than	  the	  South	  and	  the	  West.	  The	  demographic	  change	  he	  describes	  is	  that	  the	  first	  two	  regions	  had	  a	  population	  13	  million	  larger	  than	  the	   last	   two	   in	   1960,	   and	   twenty	   years	   later,	   by	   1980,	   the	   South	   and	   the	  West	   were	  beating	  the	  other	  regions	  by	  10	  million	  people.184	  These	  numbers,	  however,	  may	  depict	  the	  situation	  somewhat	  more	  drastically	  than	  it	  actually	  was,	  because	  when	  depicted	  in	  percentages,	  the	  South	  and	  West	  combined	  were	  responsible	  for	  only	  46	  percent	  of	  the	  population	  in	  1960,	  rising	  to	  52	  percent	  in	  1980.185	  	  Nevertheless,	   the	   data	   Lundestad	   uses	   is	   correct,	   and	   the	   argument	   still	  makes	  sense,	  because	  somewhere	  in	  the	  first	  half	  of	  the	  1970’s	  the	  demographical	  balance	  was	  tipped	   in	   favour	   of	   the	   combined	   regions	   of	   the	  West	   and	   the	   South.	   The	  most	   of	   the	  difference	  that	  occurred	  in	  this	  period	  was,	  however,	  the	  responsibility	  of	  the	  West,	  that	  grew	   with	   over	   four	   percent	   of	   total	   United	   States	   population.	   This	   change	   in	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demography	  in	  the	  West	  translated	  into	  a	  combined	  number	  of	  representatives	  from	  the	  Western	   States	   that	   grew	   from	   68	   during	   the	   election	   of	   the	   91st	   Congress	   to	   76	  representatives	  during	  the	  elections	  of	  the	  93rd	  Congress.186	  	  
Prior	  to	  the	  Mansfield	  amendments.	  	  	  As	  has	  already	  been	  described,	  the	  issue	  of	  withdrawing	  troops	  from	  Europe	  had	  quite	  a	  history	  and	  did	  not	  pop	  into	  existence	  all	  of	  a	  sudden,	  but	  by	  the	  end	  of	  1969	  it	  had	  reached	  a	  certain	  momentum.	  It	  was	  at	  this	  time	  when	  Senate	  Resolution	  292	  was	  submitted	  to	  Congress.	  Titled	  “Submission	  of	  a	  Senate	  Resolution	  relating	  to	  substantial	  reduction	  of	  U.S.	  forces	  permanently	  stationed	  in	  Europe”,	  it	  was	  most	  notably	  Mansfield	  who	  initiated	  it.	  When	  debating	  this	  resolution	  in	  the	  Senate	  on	  December	  1st	  1969,	  Mr.	  Scott,	   a	   republican	   from	   the	   Northeast,	   contributes	   to	   the	   debate.	   Although	   he	   was	  opposed	  to	  troop	  withdrawals,	  his	  main	  argument	  was	  that	  Congress	  should	  not	  send	  a	  different	  message	  than	  that	  of	  the	  President	  in	  such	  matters.	  More	  interesting,	  however,	  is	  that	  in	  discussing	  this	  resolution,	  he	  is	  the	  first	  to	  note	  that	  the	  presence	  of	  the	  troops	  in	  Europe	  had	  a	  huge	  psychological	  impact	  on	  the	  Allies	  in	  Western	  Europe.	  Because	  of	  this,	   he	   thinks	   that	   Congress	   should	   tread	   lightly	   in	   this	   debate.187	   In	   this	   sense,	   he	  implicitly	   considers	   the	   European	   opinion	   on	   the	   troops	   in	   Europe	   as	   a	   matter	   of	  significance,	  but	  nevertheless	  gives	  still	  minor	  attention	  to	  it.	  	  In	  the	  same	  discussion,	  Mr.	  Pearson,	  a	  republican	  from	  the	  Midwest,	  who	  was	  a	  proponent	  of	   troop	  withdrawals,	  says	  that:	  “…	  no	  one	  suggests	   that	  East-­West	  relations	  
have	   become	   so	   cordial	   that	  we	   need	   no	   longer	   give	   serious	   attention	   to	   the	   defense	   of	  
Western	   Europe,	   but	   on	   the	   other	   hand	   few	   seriously	   believe	   that	   a	   large	   scale	   of	  
conventional	   war	   in	   Western	   Europe	   is	   likely.	   Certainly,	   there	   is	   little	   evidence	   that	  
Western	   Europeans	   themselves	   hold	   such	   a	   view.”.	   Hereby,	   he	   implicitly	   states	   that	   the	  Western	   Europeans	   did	   not	   think	   of	   the	   American	   troop	   strength	   in	   Europe	   as	   very	  important	  for	  the	  event	  of	  a	  large-­‐scale	  conventional	  war.	  In	  this	  example,	  the	  European	  opinion	  on	  the	  matter	  is	  taken	  into	  account,	  but	  it	  is	  somewhat	  speculative.	  On	  the	  other	  hand	  though,	  he	  also	  does	  not	  tie	  any	  conclusions	  to	  this.188	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The	  first	  Mansfield	  amendment.	  	  In	  May	  1971,	  Mike	  Mansfield	   introduced	   the	  Mansfield	  Amendment.	  Unlike	   the	  prior	   resolutions,	   the	   amendment	   could	   become	   law	  when	   it	   passed	   the	   Senate.	  With	  this	   debate,	   the	   discussion	   on	   troop	   withdrawals	   reached	   a	   critical	   point.	   In	   the	  discussions	   leading	   up	   to	   the	   vote	   on	   the	   amendment	   that	   required	   a	   50%	   cut	   in	  American	  troops	  stationed	  in	  Europe,	  the	  European	  opinions	  on	  the	  matter	  also	  popped	  up	  now	  and	  then.	  	  The	   initiator	   of	   the	   Amendment,	   Mike	  Mansfield	   himself,	   who	  was	   a	   democrat	  from	   the	   West,	   had	   something	   to	   say	   about	   the	   European	   opinions	   on	   troop	  withdrawals,	  but	  this	  was	  (not	  surprisingly)	  only	  to	  show	  that	  the	  money	  for	  the	  troops	  was	  not	  well	  spent	  in	  Europe.	  What	  he	  basically	  said	  was	  that	  the	  Europeans	  wanted	  the	  conventional	   military	   guarantee	   from	   the	   United	   States,	   and	   an	   improved	   balance	   of	  payments	   deficit	   at	   the	   same	   time.189	   With	   this,	   he	   implicitly	   labels	   the	   European	  attitude	  towards	  the	  debate	  as	  unjust,	  because	  he	  thought	  they	  should	  not	  have	  it	  both	  ways.	   Further	   on	   in	   the	   discussion,	   Mansfield	   requested	   the	   inclusion	   in	   the	  Congressional	   Record	   of	   a	  memorandum	   from	  Mr.	   Edward	   L.	   King,	  whom	  he	   thought	  had	  considerable	  knowledge	  of	  the	  subject.	  A	  part	  of	  this	  memorandum	  reads	  as	  follows:	  “Concern	   that	   the	   psychological	   shock	   on	   our	   European	   allies	   (particularly	   the	   West	  
German)	  of	  a	  substantial	  reduction	  of	  U.S.	  troops	  would	  be	  devastating	  to	  their	  morale	  and	  
would	   inevitably	   lead	   to	   eventual	   Soviet	   dominance	   in	   Western	   Europe.	   …	   Another	  
variation	  on	  this	  argument	   is	   the	  West	  Germany	  position	  that	  substantial	  U.S.	   troop	  cuts	  
would	   demoralize	   Western	   European	   public	   opinion	   and	   convert	   the	   current	   mood	   of	  
Détente	  with	  the	  Soviets	  into	  one	  of	  appeasement”.	  In	  his	  counterargument	  on	  this,	  King	  renounces	   this	   view	   because	   he	   could	   not	   believe	   that	   it	  would	   be	   of	   anywhere	   near	  devastating	  proportions	  to	  overall	  European	  morale	  and	  will	  to	  defend	  themselves.	  His	  counterargument,	  however,	  is	  solely	  based	  on	  the	  fact	  that	  he	  had	  lived	  in	  Europe	  for	  9	  of	  the	  past	  17	  years	  and	  that	  he	  had	  friends	  there.190	  In	  this	  sense,	  the	  implicit	  argument	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  189	  Mr.	  Mansfield,	  Congressional	  Records,	  may	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that	   is	   put	   forward	   is	   that	   the	   consequences	  of	  withdrawal	  would	  not	  be	   that	  bad	   for	  European	  morale.	  Another	  cosponsor	  of	  the	  Mansfield	  amendment,	  Mr.	  Talmadge,	  a	  democrat	  from	  the	   South,	   based	   his	   opinion	   on	   the	   troop	   withdrawals	   on	   his	   idea	   of	   the	   forces	   in	  Europe.	  His	  opinion	  of	  the	  troops	   is	   that	   foreign	  troops	  should	  not	  be	  stationed	  in	  any	  country,	  and	  especially	  not	   for	  25	  years,	  because	  different	  customs	  cause	   friction	  with	  the	  people	   that	   live	   in	   the	   country.	  The	  argument	   is	   largely	   speculative,	  however,	   and	  gives	   no	   proof	   of	   such	   a	   situation	   present	   at	   that	   time,	   and	   therefore,	   is	   hardly	  convincing.191	  An	   opponent	   of	   troop	   withdrawals,	   Mr.	   Stennis,	   a	   democrat	   from	   the	   south,	  however,	  depicts	  another	  image	  of	  the	  European	  attitudes	  towards	  the	  American	  troops.	  He	   described	   the	   attitudes	   during	   the	   crisis	   in	   Czechoslovakia.	   In	   this	   period,	   the	  Europeans	  were	  glad	  to	  have	  the	  Americans	  present	  because	  it	  was	  an	  easily	  identifiable	  American	  commitment,	   rather	   than	   the	  nuclear	  commitment,	  which	  wasn’t,	  and	  which	  they	   also	   had	   nothing	   to	   say	   about.192	   This	   can	   clearly	   be	   seen	   as	   an	   argument	   used	  against	  troop	  withdrawals	  that	  was	  based	  on	  the	  European	  attitudes	  towards	  it.	  On	   the	   following	  day,	  May	  12th,	  Mr	  Allott,	   a	   republican	   from	   the	  west,	  does	  not	  specifically	  speak	  about	  the	  European	  opinions	  on	  the	  troop	  withdrawals	  from	  Europe,	  but	  he	  does	  call	  some	  presumed	  outcomes	  in	  European	  thinking	  when	  the	  troops	  were	  to	   be	   withdrawn.	   In	   his	   opinion,	   the	   psychological	   impact	   upon	   Europe	   would	   be	  enormous	   and	  would	   start	   the	   turn	   of	   Europe	   in	   the	  wrong	  direction.193	   Later	   on,	  Mr	  Scott	  joins	  this	  argument,	  but	  in	  other	  words:	  “I	  think	  there	  is	  no	  room	  for	  doubt	  that	  the	  
impact	  on	  the	  Europeans	  would	  be	  little	  short	  of	  disastrous”.194	  	  Shortly	  after,	  Brezhnev	  announced	  his	  willingness	  to	  start	  negotiations	  on	  MBFR.	  As	  discussed	  before,	   this	  was	   important	   for	   the	  debate	  on	   troop	  withdrawals	  because	  unilateral	  withdrawals	  could	  mean	  a	  loss	  of	  leverage	  in	  these	  negotiations.	  On	  May	  19th	  1971,	  Mr	  Scott	  says	  the	  following:	  “The	  Amendment	  would	  produce	  
an	  extremely	  damaging	  and	  severe	  psychological	  effect	  on	  our	  NATO	  allies	  in	  Europe	  since	  
Europeans	  would	  probably	  conclude	  unilateral	  U.S.	  reductions	  were	   inevitable	  regardless	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  Mr.	  Talmadge,	  Congressional	  Records,	  May	  11,	  1971.	  	  192	  Mr.	  Stennis,	  Congressional	  Records,	  May	  11,	  1971.	  193	  Mr.	  Allott,	  Congressional	  Records,	  May	  12,	  1971.	  194	  Mr.	  Scott,	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  Records,	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of	   the	  agreements	   that	  might	   be	   reached	   in	  MBFR	  negotiations”.195	  This	   clearly	   implies	  that	  the	  European	  opinion	  on	  the	  troop	  strength	  debate	  is	  taken	  into	  account,	  being	  that	  the	   psychological	   effect	   that	   the	  Mansfield	   amendment	  would	   have	   on	   the	   Europeans	  was	  used	  as	  an	  argument	  here.	  Somewhat	  later,	  there	  is	  an	  argument	  between	  Mr.	  Symington	  and	  Mr.	  Javits.	  The	  Former	  argues	  that	  the	  nuclear	  warheads	  in	  Europe	  were	  far	  more	  important	  than	  the	  American	  ground	  troops.	  Mr.	   Javits,	  a	  republican	  from	  the	  northeast,	  replied	  to	  this	  by	  saying	   that	   the	   nuclear	   warheads	   were	   more	   of	   a	   concern	   to	   Europeans	   than	   an	  assurance.	   In	   his	   opinion,	   the	   best	   assurance	   in	   the	   sense	   of	   the	   Europeans,	   was	   the	  physical	  presence	  of	  American	  ground	  troops.196	  In	  this	  sense,	  the	  European	  opinion	  on	  this	  issue	  was	  also	  taken	  into	  account.	  Mr.	  Hollings,	  a	  democrat	  from	  the	  south,	  takes	  another	  path	  than	  the	  geopolitical	  arguments.	  Instead,	  he	  focuses	  on	  the	  sentiment	  the	  soldiers	  provoked	  with	  the	  people	  that	  lived	  in	  the	  countries	  they	  were	  stationed	  in.	  He	  said	  that:	  “Too	  long	  have	  we	  helped	  
prove	  the	  charge	  of	  “imperialist”	  with	  the	  display	  of	  military	  might.	  Today	  the	  very	  people	  
whom	   we	   defend	   in	   European	   are	   embarrassed	   by	   the	   display.	   Twenty-­six	   years	   after	  
World	  War	  II,	  no	  one	  likes	  to	  see	  foreign	  soldiers	  in	  uniform	  all	  over	  the	  streets	  of	  his	  or	  her	  
land.	  …	  It	  would	  be	  a	  tragic	  mistake	   for	  this	   to	  persist”.197	  Although	  he	  did	  not	  mention	  how	   this	   information	   reached	   him,	   he	   is	   clearly	   using	   the	   European	   opinions	   on	   the	  troops	  in	  Europe	  as	  an	  argument	  in	  favour	  of	  troop	  withdrawals.	  	  	  Later	  on,	  Mr.	  Pearson	  says	  that	  “They	  [the	  opponents	  of	   troop	  withdrawals]	   say	  
that	   a	   reduction	   of	   American	   troop	   commitments	   from	   five	   divisions	   to	   two	   or	   three	  
divisions	  would	  shatter	  the	  European	  faith	  in	  the	  American	  commitment	  and	  weaken	  the	  
defense	   of	   Western	   Europe	   enough	   to	   entice	   the	   Soviet	   Union	   to	   undertake	   direct	  
aggression	   or,	   at	   best,	   diplomatic	   blackmail.”198	   He	   believes	   that	   these	   people	   are	  mistaken.	   In	   this	   sense,	   this	   shows	   that	   there	  was	   uncertainty	   on	  what	   the	   European	  attitude	  was	   to	  American	   troop	  withdrawals,	   but	   it	   nevertheless	   shows	   that	   it	  was	   at	  least	  an	  issue.	  	  	  	  	  As	  has	  been	  said	  in	  the	  literature	  survey,	  the	  first	  Mansfield	  amendment	  was	  first	  accepted	   through	  Congress,	  but	  a	   second	  vote	  allowed	   the	  Executive	   for	   some	   time	   to	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  195	  Mr.	  Scott,	  Congressional	  Records,	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  Mr.	  Javits,	  Congressional	  Records,	  May	  19,	  1971.	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  Mr.	  Hollings,	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  May	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start	  a	  lobby.	  In	  this	  campaign	  with	  big	  bipartisan	  support,	  which	  included	  senators	  and	  former	  Secretaries	  of	  State,	  the	  Executive	  tried	  to	  bend	  opinions	  against	  the	  amendment.	  This,	  together	  with	  Brezhnev’s	  statement	  of	  willingness	  to	  consider	  negotiations	  on	  the	  MBFR,	   preceded	   the	   definitive	   vote	   on	   the	   first	  Mansfield	   amendment.	   Eventually,	   on	  May	  19,	  1971,	  the	  vote	  ended	  in	  36	  votes	  in	  favour	  of	  the	  amendment,	  and	  61	  opposed	  to	  it,	  thereby	  defeating	  the	  first	  Mansfield	  amendment.199	  	  	  
The	  second	  Mansfield	  amendment.	  	  	  With	   this	   defeat,	   the	   efforts	   to	   withdraw	   troops	   from	   Europe	   were	   not	   put	   to	  sleep.	  In	  1973,	  the	  issue	  came	  to	  a	  head	  once	  more.	  It	  was	  in	  this	  period	  that	  the	  Jackson-­‐Nunn	  amendment,	  and	  the	  second	  Mansfield	  amendment	  were	  introduced.	  	  In	   the	   discussions	   on	   the	   Jackson-­‐Nunn	   amendment	   on	   September	   25th,	   1973,	  the	  issue	  of	  European	  opinions	  popped	  up	  once	  again.	  When	  talking	  about	  the	  Jackson-­‐Nunn	  amendment,	  which	  required	  a	  drop	   in	  American	  forces	  stationed	   in	  Europe	  by	  a	  percentage	  related	  to	  the	  American	  balance	  of	  payments	  deficit,	  Mr.	  Bentsen,	  a	  democrat	  from	  the	  South	  and	  a	  cosponsor,	  says	  the	  following	  about	  the	  European	  opinion	  on	  the	  matter:	   “When	   we	   argue	   these	   thing	   with	   our	   allies,	   they	   say:	   “Of	   course	   we	   want	  American	  troops	  here	  because	  you	  are	  the	  glue	  that	  ties	  NATO	  together.	  In	  addition,	  we	  do	  know	  if	  we	  have	  the	  American	  troops	  here,	  you	  will	  be	  here	  to	  defend	  us.””	  He	  goes	  on	  with	   saying	   that	   the	  United	   States	  will	   defend	   the	  European	   cause	   as	  well	  without	  maintaining	  the	  troop	  strength	  at	  that	  time.200	  He	  sees	  the	  European	  opinion	  on	  possible	  troop	  withdrawals	  as	  logical,	  but	  in	  that	  sense,	  he	  discards	  the	  European	  opinion	  on	  the	  matter	  and	  so,	  he	  attaches	  minor	  or	  no	  importance	  to	  it.	  The	  Jackson-­‐Nunn	  amendment	  passed,	  but	  compared	  to	  Mansfield’s	  goals,	  it	  was	  still	   a	   half	   measure.	   Mansfield	   did	   not	   give	   up	   though,	   and	   a	  modified	   version	   of	   his	  original	  amendment	  was	  introduced	  in	  the	  Senate	  once	  again.	  On	  September	  26th,	  1973,	  there	  was	  discussion	  on	  Mansfield’s	  amendment	  no.	  538,	  which	  dealt	  with	  the	  reduction	  of	   all	  American	  military	   forces	   employed	  abroad	  by	  50%	  (and	   later,	   by	  40%).	   	   In	   this	  discussion,	  Mr.	  Tower,	  an	  opponent	  of	  Mansfield’s	  amendment,	  talks	  about	  the	  European	  attitude	  towards	  the	  debate	  on	  possible	  American	  troop	  reductions	  in	  Western	  Europe.	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He	   says	   that	   the	   people	   in	   Europe	   continue	   to	   say	   that	   “there	   is	   no	   substitute	   for	   the	  
American	   presence	   …	   because	   there	   is	   something	   unique	   about	   the	   Soviets	   being	  
confronted	  by	  the	  only	  other	  superpower	  in	  the	  world,	  rather	  than	  being	  confronted	  only	  
by	   the	  weaker	   nations	   of	  Western	  Europe.“201	   This	   can	   clearly	   be	   seen	   as	   an	   argument	  against	  troop	  withdrawals.	  	  In	   the	   discussion	   on	   the	   same	   amendment,	   Mr.	   Javits	   puts	   forward	   an	  argumentation	  in	  which	  he	  first	  claims	  to	  have	  considerable	  knowledge	  of	  the	  European	  attitude	  towards	  the	  ongoing	  discussion,	  because	  he	  served	  two	  years	  in	  the	  Committee	  of	  Nine,	  which	  reviewed	  the	  future	  of	  the	  Atlantic	  Alliance.	  On	  this	  basis,	  he	  claims	  that	  the	   adoption	   of	   the	   amendment	  would	  with	   certainty	   increase	   the	   chances	   of	   Europe	  moving	   closer	   to	   the	   Soviet	   Union.	   His	   argumentation	   is	   striking:	   “This	   Amendment	  
would	  be	  a	  signal	  to	  Europe,	  no	  matter	  how	  we	  slice	  it.	  …	  My	  experience	  with	  them	  induces	  
me	  to	  think	  they	  will	  take	  it	  as	  a	  direct	  move	  to	  lessen	  our	  commitments	  to	  the	  security	  of	  
Europe	   in	  terms	  of	  being	  the	  threshold	  and	  border	  of	   the	  United	  States.	  …	  They	  will	   take	  
this	  as	  a	  signal	  that	  if	  the	  United	  States	  is	  going	  to	  begin	  to	  lessen	  its	  commitment	  and	  pull	  
out,	  then	  it	  is	  time	  for	  everyone	  to	  take	  steps	  to	  accommodate	  to	  the	  other	  overwhelming	  
world	  power.”202	  In	  this	  sense,	  the	  European	  opinion	  on	  the	  debate	  in	  the	  United	  States	  is	  clearly	  used	  as	  an	  argument	  by	  Mr.	  Javits.	  	   Eventually,	  the	  second	  Mansfield	  Amendment	  also	  came	  to	  the	  vote	  in	  the	  Senate.	  Initially,	   it	   passed	   the	   Senate	  with	   49	   in	   favour	   of	   the	   Amendment	   and	   46	   against	   it.	  Congressional	   state	   of	   affairs,	   however,	   was	   in	   favour	   of	   the	   opponents	   of	   troop	  withdrawals,	   because	   it	   required	   a	   second	   vote.	   In	   this	   second	   and	   final	   vote	   on	  September	  26th,	  1973,	  the	  Mansfield	  amendment	  was	  eventually	  rejected	  with	  a	  vote	  of	  51	  to	  44.203	  	  When	   the	   second	   Mansfield	   was	   defeated,	   the	   debate	   around	   the	   troop	  withdrawals	  did	  not	  vanish	   completely,	  but	   it	  nevertheless	  became	  a	   significantly	   less	  debated	   issue.	   As	   said	   before,	   it	   is	   difficult	   to	   draw	   conclusions	   that	   state	   how	   the	  European	  opinions	  specifically	  influenced	  the	  Legislative	  branch,	  but	  some	  conclusions	  can	   be	   drawn	  when	   it	   comes	   to	   the	   question	   if	   the	  European	   opinions	   on	   this	  matter	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were	   taken	   into	   account.	   First	   of	   all,	   it	   can	   be	   said	   that	   the	   most	   frequently	   used	  argument	  (by	  those	  in	  favour	  of,	  and	  those	  opposed	  to	  troop	  reductions)	  was	  that	  of	  the	  psychological	  impact	  (or	  lack	  thereof)	  and	  the	  impact	  on	  European	  morale.	  Another	  way	  of	  arguing	  was	  when	  the	  European	  opinions	  were	  used	  to	  speculate	  on	  what	  the	  troop	  reductions	   would	   have	   as	   consequences	   for	   the	   geo-­‐political	   position	   of	   the	   United	  States	   vis-­‐à-­‐vis	   the	   Soviet	   Union	   in	   the	   Cold	  War.	   In	   this	   case,	   the	  main	   argument	   of	  those	  opposed	  to	  troop	  withdrawals	  was	  that	  if	  a	  substantial	  number	  of	  troops	  would	  be	  withdrawn,	  this	  would	  make	  Europe	  move	  closer	  to	  the	  Soviet	  Union.	  	  So	  the	  Mansfield	  amendment	  almost	  made	  it	   through	  the	  Senate,	  but	  eventually	  just	  did	  not	  make	  it.	   	  This	  had,	  however,	  nothing	  to	  do	  with	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  South	  and	  the	  West	  were	  getting	  more	  numerous,	  and	  got	  more	  seats	   in	   the	  Senate.	  As	  has	  been	  mentioned,	   it	   was	   predominantly	   the	   West	   that	   got	   a	   larger	   share	   in	   the	   Senate.	  Remarkable	   however,	   is	   that	   the	   South,	   which	   is	   traditionally	   seen	   as	   less	   Europe-­‐minded,	   turned	  against	   the	  Mansfield	  amendment.	  The	  other	   three	  regions	  were	  more	  or	   less	   equally	   divided	   on	   the	  Mansfield	   amendment	   in	   the	   Senate,	   but	   it	   was	   in	   the	  South	  that	  two-­‐thirds	  of	  the	  Senators	  turned	  against	  the	  proposal	  of	  troop	  withdrawals,	  according	  to	  Williams	  en	  Scott	  Sagan.	  This	   is	   thus	  contrary	  to	  what	  might	  be	  expected	  form	   the	   idea	   that	   the	   different	   regions	   in	   the	   United	   States	   were	   different	   in	   their	  Europe-­‐mindedness	  that	  has	  been	  described.204	  The	   same	   thing	   comes	   to	   the	   front	  when	   the	  main	   contributors	   to	   the	   debate,	  discussed	   above,	   are	   given	   attention.	   The	   main	   contributors	   do	   not	   seem	   to	   align	  themselves	   according	   to	   the	   division	   of	   regions	   in	   the	   United	   States	   described	   above.	  From	  the	  five	  Senators	  opposed	  to	  troop	  withdrawals	   from	  Europe,	  only	  Mr.	  Scott	  and	  Mr.	  Javits	  are	  from	  the	  traditionally	  Europe-­‐minded	  regions.	  The	  side	  in	  favour	  of	  troop	  withdrawals	  does	  show	  an	  alignment.	  From	  the	  five	  main	  contributors,	  only	  Mr.	  Pearson	  came	  from	  the	  more	  Europe-­‐minded	  regions.	  	  Nevertheless,	   the	   geographical	   distribution	   of	   Congress	   does	   not	   seem	   to	   be	   of	  real	  influence	  on	  the	  outcome	  of	  congressional	  debates,	  especially	  when	  it	  is	  considered	  that	  it	  was	  the	  South	  that	  turned	  against	  the	  Mansfield	  amendment	  with	  two-­‐thirds,	  as	  described	   above.	   The	   main	   contributors	   to	   the	   congressional	   debate	   were	   however,	  more	  neatly	  aligned	  alongside	  party	  lines,	  because	  of	  the	  Senators	  given	  attention	  above,	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four-­‐fifths	  of	   those	  opposed	   to	   troop	  withdrawals	  were	  Republicans,	  and	   four-­‐fifths	  of	  those	  in	  favour	  of	  it	  were	  Democrats.	  So	  it	  seems	  that	  political	  alignment	  was	  in	  this	  case	  more	  influential	  than	  geographical	  distribution.	  	  Summing	  up,	  the	  arguments	  used	  in	  the	  Senate	  relating	  to	  European	  opinions	  on	  the	  subject,	   take	   the	   following	   forms:	   foreign	  troops	  cause	   friction	   in	  any	  country,	  and	  the	  Soviets	  were	  confronted	  by	  the	  only	  other	  superpower	  in	  the	  world	  and	  this	  suited	  the	  Europeans.	  There	  also	  is	  something	  that	  can	  be	  said	  about	  what	  kinds	  of	  arguments	  were	   used	   in	   Congress:	   the	   arguments	   were	   largely	   based	   on	   presumptions	   and	  speculations	  or	  on	  personal	  experiences.	  Considering	  all	  this	  together,	  it	  can	  be	  said	  that	  the	  European	  opinions	  were	  of	  influence	  on	  the	  Legislative	  branch	  in	  the	  debate	  around	  troop	   withdrawals,	   and	   this	   was	   the	   case	   at	   numerous	   points	   in	   time.	   Furthermore,	  Europeans	  opinions	  were	  used	  by	  both	  opponents	  of	  troop	  withdrawals	  as	  by	  those	  in	  favour	  of	  it.	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Conclusions.	  	  So	   after	   an	   assessment	   of	   a	   wide	   array	   of	   Presidents,	   countries,	   factors	   of	  influence,	  changes,	  and	  individuals,	   it	  eventually	  comes	  down	  to	  what	  this	   information	  tells	  us.	  The	  most	  logical	  way	  to	  say	  something	  meaningful	  on	  this	  is	  to	  head	  back	  to	  the	  questions	  asked	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  this	  thesis.	  For	  the	  first	  chapter,	  the	  question	  initially	  asked	  was	  what	  the	  background	  of	  the	  debates	  on	  possible	  troop	  withdrawals	  in	  Europe	  was,	  and	  how	  the	  atmosphere	  was	  in	  transatlantic	   relations	   at	   the	   beginning	   of	   the	   period	   this	   thesis	   deals	   with.	   Shortly	  answered,	   it	   can	   be	   said	   that	   a	   period	   of	   more	   international	   commitment	   had	   taken	  place	  in	  the	  years	  preceding	  the	  Nixon	  presidency.	  At	  the	  same	  time	  though,	  Détente	  was	  institutionalized	  with	  the	  Harmel	  report,	  economic	  problems	  began	  to	  alter	  traditional	  transatlantic	   relations,	   and	   an	   imperial	   overstretch	   began	   to	   manifest	   itself	   on	   the	  United	  States	  due	  to	  the	  Vietnam	  War.	  	  As	  for	  the	  atmosphere	  of	  transatlantic	  relations,	  it	  can	  be	  said	  that	  Détente	  did	  no	  good	   to	   the	  relations	  between	   the	  allies.	  Fear	  of	   the	  prevalence	  of	   “superpower	  deals”	  was	  an	  issue	  for	  Western	  Europe,	  and	  the	  Vietnam	  War,	  and	  France	  under	  de	  Gaulle	  also	  did	  no	  good.	  Due	  to	  this,	  transatlantic	  relations	  at	  the	  start	  of	  the	  Nixon	  presidency	  were	  not	  as	  good	  as	  they	  once	  had	  been.	  The	  “drifting	  apart”	  of	  the	  two	  sides	  of	  the	  Atlantic	  alliance	   should	   not	   be	   overestimated,	   however,	   because	   the	  member	   states	  were	   still	  determined	  to	  keep	  the	  alliance	  together.	  	  As	   for	   the	  background	  on	   troop	  withdrawals,	   it	  was	   the	   combination	  of	   factors	  named	  above	  that	  made	  the	  issue	  of	  troops	  in	  Europe	  so	  pressing.	  The	  turning	  point	  in	  this	  overview	  should	  be	  located	  halfway	  the	  1960’s.	  At	  that	  time,	  The	  Vietnam	  War	  was	  escalated	  by	   Johnson	   and	   started	   to	   consume	   significantly	  more	  men	  and	  money.	  The	  second	   half	   of	   the	   1960’s	   also	   saw	   a	   rise	   in	   defense	   expenditures,	   and	   the	   balance	   of	  payments	   deficit	   vis-­‐à-­‐vis	   Europe	   started	   to	   spiral	   out	   of	   control.	   These	   factors	  reinforced	  each	  other,	  which	  resulted	  in	  a	  heightened	  pressure	  on	  the	  American	  troops	  deployed	  in	  Europe	  when	  Nixon	  came	  to	  office.	  	  	  	  	  Alongside	  the	  answers	  to	  the	  question	  asked	  at	  the	  beginning,	  the	  assessment	  in	  chapter	  one	  allows	  one	  other	  observation.	  When	  one	   looks	  at	   the	   influence	  of	   specific	  individuals	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  issue	  of	  troop	  withdrawals,	  there	  seems	  to	  be	  no	  reason	  to	  suspect	  that	  President	  Kennedy	  and	  Johnson	  had	  a	  definitive	  influence	  on	  the	  outcome.	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Kennedy	  was	  in	  favour	  of	  troop	  withdrawals	  from	  Europe	  because	  of	  his	  preoccupation	  with	   the	   stability	   of	   the	   Dollar,	   though	   the	   troop	   strength	   actually	   rose	   during	   his	  presidency.	   Johnson	  opposed	  troop	  reductions,	  because	  he	  was	  more	  concerned	  about	  his	  own	  historical	   legacy	  as	  President.	  Under	   the	  presidency	  of	   Johnson,	  however,	   the	  troop	   strength	   in	   Europe	   declined.	   So	   in	   these	   cases,	   the	   influence	   of	   individual	  characteristics	  does	  not	  seem	  to	  be	  definitive	  on	  this	  issue.	  	  The	   question	   asked	   in	   the	   second	   chapter,	   was	   how	   power	   relations	   were	  between	  Congress	  and	  the	  Executive,	  and	  how	  this	  changed	  when	  Nixon	  came	  to	  office.	  Power	  relations	  in	  American	  politics	  are	  embedded	  in	  the	  Constitution,	  but	  this	  does	  not	  mean	   that	   they	   are	   static.	   This	   becomes	   clear	  when	   the	   Imperial	   Presidency	   thesis	   of	  Schlesinger	   is	   taken	   into	   account.	   Seen	   in	   this	   light,	   one	   could	   argue	   that	   the	   troubles	  that	  emerged	  between	  Congress	  and	  the	  Presidency	  under	  Nixon,	  can	  be	  explained	  by	  a	  long-­‐term	  process	   such	   as	   the	   Imperial	   Presidency.	   This	   point	   of	   view,	  would	   assume	  interchangeable	  individuals	  with	  minor	  influence	  on	  events.	  	  When	  this	  approach	  is	  taken,	  however,	  the	  uniqueness	  of	  Nixon	  and	  Kissinger	  as	  policy-­‐makers	  is	  underestimated.	  There	  were	  some	  fundamental	  differences	  in	  the	  way	  policy-­‐making	   was	   given	   shape,	   such	   as	   the	   revitalization	   of	   the	   National	   Security	  Council	   system,	   giving	   the	  Cabinet	  members	  more	   responsibility	   and	   freedom	   in	   their	  departments,	   and	   shifting	   decision-­‐making	   power	   in	   foreign	   policy	   from	   the	  bureaucracy	   back	   to	   the	  White	   House.	   This	   was	   largely	   due	   to	   two	   views	   Nixon	   and	  Kissinger	  held	   together:	   an	   antipathy	   towards	   foreign	  policy	  bureaucracy	  and	   the	   fact	  that	   they	   both	   disliked	   the	   elitist	   and	   predominantly	   democratic	   foreign	   policy	  establishment	  that	  was	  in	  place	  at	  the	  start	  of	  the	  presidency.	  So	  seen	  in	  this	  light,	  one	  could	   argue	   that	   Nixon	   and	   Kissinger	   were	   of	   great	   influence	   on	   the	   relationship	  between	   the	   Executive	   and	   the	   Legislative,	   and	   so,	   their	   individual	   characteristics	   are	  better	  not	  to	  be	  seen	  as	  interchangeable.	  	  	  	  	  	  The	  conclusions	  for	  chapter	  three	  are	  more	  clear-­‐cut	  than	  those	  for	  the	  first	  two.	  The	   question	   here	   was	   how	   the	   European	   opinions	   were	   at	   the	   time,	   and	   how	   this	  information	  was	  available	  to	  the	  Executive	  branch.	  	  The	   first	   observation	   that	   can	   be	   made	   is	   that	   Germany	   scored	   “best”	   in	   the	  opinions	   towards	   the	   United	   States.	   At	   different	   criteria,	   such	   as	   agreement	   of	   basic	  interests,	   general	   favourability	   towards	   the	   United	   States,	   and	   regarding	   NATO	   as	  essential	  for	  security,	  the	  Germans	  scored	  the	  best	  of	  the	  West	  European	  countries.	  The	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picture	   was	   not	   completely	   positive,	   however,	   because	   a	   negative	   trend	   had	   been	  identified	  during	  the	  period	  this	  thesis	  deals	  with.	  When	  it	  comes	  to	  the	  specific	  topic	  of	  troop	  withdrawals,	   the	  Germans	   scored	   “best”	   again.	   Both	   for	   awareness	   of	   the	   troop	  presence	  as	   for	   the	   favourability	   towards	  maintenance	  or	   increase	  of	   the	   troop	   levels,	  the	  German	  statistics	  surpassed	  those	  of	  other	  countries.	  Later,	  in	  1972,	  the	  German	  net	  favourability	   towards	   the	   troop	   strength	   was	   still	   big,	   but	   also	   in	   decline.	   The	   USIA	  translated	   this	   in	   the	   report	   as	   a	  majority	   support,	   but	   a	  declining	   trend.	  The	   sources	  other	   than	   the	   USIA	   seem	   to	   confirm	   these	   movements	   for	   Germany.	   There	   was	   a	  general	   favourability	  an	  all	   topics,	  but	  there	  were	  also	  counter	   indications,	  such	  as	  the	  rise	  of	  anti-­‐Americanism.	  Now	   the	   rest	   of	   Europe	   has	   also	   been	   assessed,	   one	   thing	   stands	   out:	   where	  Germany	  scored	  “best”	  on	  all	  points,	  France	  scored	  “worst”.	  France	  lagged	  behind	  in	  all	  data,	   being	   only	   less	   than	   half	   as	   favourable	   towards	   the	   United	   States	   in	   the	   latest	  survey	  results.	  On	  the	  whole,	  it	  can	  be	  said	  that	  a	  substantial	  volume	  of	  information	  was	  available	  on	  European	  opinions	  through	  the	  USIA	  reports.	  They	  gave	  a	  neat	  depiction	  on	  how	   the	   European	   opinion	  was	   captured	   in	   data,	   but	   lacked	   personal	   nuances	   to	   the	  situation	   in	  most	   instances.	  The	  other	  sources	  available	  however,	  are	  sometimes	  more	  subject	  to	  personal	  interpretations	  because	  of	  one-­‐sided	  personal	  experiences,	  but	  tend	  to	  give	  a	  more	  nuanced	  depiction	  of	  the	  situation.	  To	  determine	  in	  what	  ways	  Kissinger	  and	  Nixon	  were	  influenced	  by	  the	  findings	  of	   the	  USIA,	   is	   not	   an	   easy	   task.	  A	  definitive	   answer	   to	   this	  question	   asked	   in	   chapter	  four,	  would	  require	  a	  personal	  reference,	  which	  said	  that	  they	  were	  influenced	  in	  their	  decisions	   by	   the	   USIA.	   Such	   a	   thing,	   however,	   is	   hard	   to	   find.	   A	   good	   way	   to	   say	  something	  useful	  on	  this	  question,	  therefore,	  is	  to	  analyze	  how	  the	  situation	  of	  the	  USIA	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  the	  Executive	  was,	  and	  what	  role	  the	  director	  had	  in	  the	  meetings.	  The	  role	  of	  the	  USIA	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  the	  Executive	  was	  not	  an	  easy	  one.	  At	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  Presidency	  of	  Nixon,	  the	  influence	  of	  the	  USIA	  was	  at	  possibly	  its	  lowest	  point.	  The	  good	   relation	   between	  Nixon	   and	   Shakespeare	   improved	   this	   situation	   somehow,	   but	  generally	  speaking,	   the	   influence	  of	   the	  USIA	  was	  not	  very	   large.	  This	   is	   shown	  by	   the	  fact	  that	  Shakespeare	  rarely	  occurs	  in	  memorandums	  and	  minutes	  of	  the	  NSC	  meetings	  when	  matters	  like	  security	  policy	  in	  Europe	  or	  NATO	  were	  discussed.	  How	  the	  President	  was	  personally	  influenced	  by	  Shakespeare	  on	  these	  issues,	  is	  also	  difficult	  to	  determine,	  but	   taking	   into	   account	   that	   Shakespeare	   gave	   his	   advice	   to	   Nixon	   on	   the	   U.S.	   use	   of	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toxins,	   including	   public	   opinions,	   it	   is	   likely	   that	   he	   gave	   his	   personal	   advice	   on	   the	  specific	  topic	  of	  troop	  withdrawals	  as	  well.	  	  	   When	   it	   comes	   to	   the	   side	   of	   Congress,	   one	   thing	   stands	   out:	   the	   European	  opinions	  are	  used	  in	  the	  debates	  around	  troop	  withdrawals,	  but	  by	  both	  those	  opposed	  to	   troop	   reductions	   and	   those	   in	   favour	   of	   it.	   The	   arguments	   basically	   spiral	   down	   to	  this:	  withdrawal	  would	   be	   devastating	   for	   European	  morale,	   the	   psychological	   impact	  would	  be	  enormous,	  and	  it	  might	  drive	  Europe	  closer	  to	  the	  Soviet	  Union.	  For	  the	  side	  of	  those	  in	  favour	  of	  troop	  reductions,	  the	  main	  argument	  was	  that	  soldiers	  should	  never	  be	  stationed	  in	  foreign	  countries,	  because	  this	  causes	  friction	  with	  the	  people	  of	  the	  host	  country.	  Shortly,	  it	  can	  be	  said	  that	  the	  European	  opinions	  were	  a	  factor	  of	  influence	  in	  Congress	  (and	   for	  both	  sides),	  but	   the	  arguments	  used	  were	  neither	  very	  quantitative,	  nor	  very	  convincing.	  The	  most	  interesting	  conclusion	  from	  this	  chapter,	  however,	  is	  that	  in	  Congress,	  it	  seems	  that	  the	  arguments	  seem	  to	  be	  more	  of	  a	  speculative	  nature	  than	  those	   used	   in	   the	   Executive.	   Also,	   they	   are	   more	   often	   based	   on	   individual	   accounts	  rather	  then	  on	  official	  reports.	  	  	  To	  answer	  the	  research	  question	  asked	  at	   the	  beginning	  of	   this	   thesis,	   it	  can	  be	  said	  that	  European	  opinions	  were	  taken	  into	  account	  in	  the	  debate	  on	  troop	  withdrawals	  from	  Europe,	   by	   the	  Executive	   as	  well	   as	   by	   the	  Legislative	  branch.	   For	   the	  Executive	  branch,	  this	  information	  was	  available	  by	  means	  of	  official	  reports	  from	  the	  USIA	  (which	  enjoyed	  little	  official,	  but	  considerable	  unofficial	   influence)	  and	  by	  personal	  references	  to	   the	   President.	   For	   the	   Executive,	   this	   information	   most	   probably	   influenced	   or	  enhanced	  the	  decision	  to	  pursue	  the	  policy	  of	  opposing	  troop	  withdrawals	  from	  Europe.	  For	  the	  Legislative,	  the	  information	  on	  European	  opinions	  rather	  came	  from	  individual	  accounts,	  than	  from	  official	  reports.	  Therefore,	  the	  information	  available	  and	  used	  in	  the	  Legislative	  branch	  varied.	  These	  pieces	  of	  information	  were	  then	  used	  as	  arguments	  to	  influence	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  debate.	  	  To	   wrap	   this	   thesis	   up,	   it	   can	   be	   said	   that	   a	   period	   of	   more	   international	  commitment	   had	   taken	   place	   in	   the	   years	   preceding	   the	  Nixon	   presidency.	   It	  was	   the	  combination	  geopolitical	  and	  economic	  issues	  that	  made	  the	  issue	  of	  troops	  in	  Europe	  so	  pressing.	  Under	   influence	  of	   a	  process	   that	  was	   labelled	   “The	   Imperial	  Presidency”	  by	  Schlesinger,	  power	  relations	  between	  the	  Executive	  and	  Legislative	  branch	  were	   tense	  in	   this	   period.	   Under	   Nixon	   and	   Kissinger,	   a	   more	   White	   House	   orientated	   decision-­‐
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making	   apparatus	   came	   into	   being,	   and	   this	   resulted	   in	   a	   situation	   where	   the	   troop	  withdrawals	  issue	  could	  grow	  into	  a	  big	  and	  fierce	  debate.	  It	  can	  be	  said	  that	  European	  opinions	  were	  taken	  into	  account	  by	  the	  Executive	  as	  well	  as	  by	  the	  Legislative	  branch.	  For	   the	   Executive	   branch,	   this	   information	  was	   available	   by	  means	   of	   official	   reports	  from	  the	  USIA	  (which	  enjoyed	  little	  official,	  but	  considerable	  unofficial	  influence)	  and	  by	  personal	  references	  to	  the	  President.	  For	  the	  Executive,	  this	  information	  most	  probably	  influenced	  or	  enhanced	  the	  decision	  to	  pursue	  the	  policy	  of	  opposing	  troop	  withdrawals	  from	   Europe.	   For	   the	   Legislative,	   the	   information	   on	   European	   opinions	   rather	   came	  from	  individual	  accounts,	  than	  from	  official	  reports.	  Therefore,	  the	  information	  available	  and	  used	  in	  the	  Legislative	  branch	  varied.	  These	  pieces	  of	  information	  were	  then	  used	  as	  arguments	  to	  influence	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  debate.	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  Secretary	  of	  Defense	  Laird	  to	  President	  Nixon,	  Washington,	  November	  9,	  1971.	  	  In:	  FOREIGN	  RELATIONS	  OF	  THE	  UNITED	  STATES,	  1969–1976,	  VOLUME	  XLI,	  WESTERN	  EUROPE;	  NATO,	  1969–1972,	  DOCUMENT	  74	  From:	  http://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-­‐76v41/d74	  	  Memorandum	  to	  the	  President's	  Assistant	  for	  National	  Security	  Affairs	  Henry	  Kissinger,	  August	  3,	  1970.	  In:	  National	  Archives,	  Nixon	  Presidential	  Materials,	  NSC	  Files,	  Agency	  Files,	  Box	  294,	  USIA,	  Vol.	  II,	  1970,	  27	  Feb–Dec	  14,	  1970.	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In:	  Editorial	  Note,	  FOREIGN	  RELATIONS	  OF	  THE	  UNITED	  STATES,	  1969–1976	  VOLUME	  II,	  ORGANIZATION	  AND	  MANAGEMENT	  OF	  U.S.	  FOREIGN	  POLICY,	  1969–1972,	  DOCUMENT	  115.	  From:	  http://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-­‐76v02/d115	  	  Jeanne	  Davis	  to	  Alexander	  Haig,	  November	  12,	  1970.	  In:	  National	  Archives,	  Nixon	  Presidential	  Materials,	  NSC	  Files,	  NSC	  Institutional	  Files	  (H-­‐Files),	  Box	  H–300,NSC	  System,	  Institutional	  File	  General,	  1969	  through	  1974.	  	  In:	  Editorial	  Note,	  FOREIGN	  RELATIONS	  OF	  THE	  UNITED	  STATES,	  1969–1976	  VOLUME	  II,	  ORGANIZATION	  AND	  MANAGEMENT	  OF	  U.S.	  FOREIGN	  POLICY,	  1969–1972,	  DOCUMENT	  115.	  From:	  http://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-­‐76v02/d115	  	  Letter	  from	  Shakespeare	  to	  Kissinger,	  April	  16,	  1971.	  In:	  National	  Archives,	  Nixon	  Presidential	  Materials,	  NSCFiles,	  Agency	  Files,	  Box	  295,	  USIA,	  Vol.	  IV,	  1972,	  Jan–Oct	  1972.	  	  In:	  Editorial	  Note,	  FOREIGN	  RELATIONS	  OF	  THE	  UNITED	  STATES,	  1969–1976	  VOLUME	  II,	  ORGANIZATION	  AND	  MANAGEMENT	  OF	  U.S.	  FOREIGN	  POLICY,	  1969–1972,	  DOCUMENT	  115.	  From:	  http://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-­‐76v02/d115	  	  Minutes	  of	  a	  Review	  Group	  Meeting,	  Washington,	  June	  19,	  1969,	  2:10–3:20	  p.m.	  	  In:	  FOREIGN	  RELATIONS	  OF	  THE	  UNITED	  STATES,	  1969–1976,	  VOLUME	  XXXII,	  SALT	  I,	  1969–1972,	  DOCUMENT	  20.	  From:	  http://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-­‐76v32/d20#fn1	  	  Minutes	  of	  a	  National	  Security	  Council	  Review	  Group	  Meeting,	  Washington,	  June	  16,	  1970,	  4:07–5:30	  p.m.	  In:	  FOREIGN	  RELATIONS	  OF	  THE	  UNITED	  STATES,	  1969–1976,	  VOLUME	  XLI,	  WESTERN	  EUROPE;	  NATO,	  1969–1972,	  DOCUMENT	  42.	  From:	  http://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-­‐76v41/d42	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Memorandum	  From	  the	  President’s	  Assistant	  for	  National	  Security	  Affairs	  (Kissinger)	  to	  President	  Nixon,	  Washington,	  undated.	  	  In:	  FOREIGN	  RELATIONS	  OF	  THE	  UNITED	  STATES,	  1969–1976	  VOLUME	  E–2,	  DOCUMENTS	  ON	  ARMS	  CONTROL	  AND	  NONPROLIFERATION,	  1969–1972,	  DOCUMENT	  188.	  From:	  http://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-­‐76ve02/d188	  	  Memorandum	  From	  Secretary	  of	  State	  Rogers	  to	  President	  Nixon,	  Washington,	  October	  31,	  1969.	  In:	  FOREIGN	  RELATIONS	  OF	  THE	  UNITED	  STATES,	  1969–1976,	  VOLUME	  XXXIX,	  EUROPEAN	  SECURITY,	  DOCUMENT	  10.	  	  From:	  http://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-­‐76v39/d10	  	  Memorandum	  From	  the	  President's	  Assistant	  for	  National	  Security	  Affairs	  (Kissinger)	  to	  President	  Nixon,	  Washington,	  undated.	  In:	  FOREIGN	  RELATIONS	  OF	  THE	  UNITED	  STATES,	  1969–1976,	  VOLUME	  I,	  FOUNDATIONS	  OF	  FOREIGN	  POLICY,	  1969–1972,	  DOCUMENT	  39.	  From:	  http://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-­‐76v01/d39#fn9	  	  National	  Security	  Study	  Memorandum	  84,	  Washington,	  November	  21,	  1969.	  In:	  FOREIGN	  RELATIONS	  OF	  THE	  UNITED	  STATES,	  1969–1976,	  VOLUME	  XLI,	  WESTERN	  EUROPE;	  NATO,	  1969–1972,	  DOCUMENT	  25.	  	  From:	  http://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-­‐76v41/d25	  	  Conversation	  between	  Richard	  Nixon	  and	  Edward	  Heath,	  December	  20,	  1971.	  	  In:	  Memorandum	  of	  conversation,	  December	  21,	  1971,	  National	  Archives,	  Nixon	  Presidential	  Materials,	  NSC	  Files,	  Box	  950,	  VIP	  Visits,	  Heath	  Visit	  (Bermuda),	  December	  1971,	  2	  of	  2.	  In:	  Editorial	  Note,	  FOREIGN	  RELATIONS	  OF	  THE	  UNITED	  STATES,	  1969–1976	  VOLUME	  XXXIX,	  EUROPEAN	  SECURITY,	  DOCUMENT	  84.	  From:	  http://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-­‐76v39/d84	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Memorandum	  for	  the	  Record,	  Washington,	  May	  13,	  1971,	  4:35	  p.m.	  In:	  FOREIGN	  RELATIONS	  OF	  THE	  UNITED	  STATES,	  1969–1976	  VOLUME	  XLI,	  WESTERN	  EUROPE;	  NATO,	  1969–1972,	  DOCUMENT	  63.	  From:	  http://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-­‐76v41/d63	  	  Mr.	  Scott,	  Congressional	  Records,	  	  December	  1	  1969.	  	  	  	  In:	  United	  States	  Congressional	  Records,	  Proceedings,	  Vol.	  115,	  1969,	  pp.	  36060-­‐36155,	  36150.	  	  From:	  Roosevelt	  Study	  Centre,	  Middelburg.	  	  	  	  Mr.	  Pearson,	  Congressional	  Records,	  December	  1,	  1969.	  	  In:	  United	  States	  Congressional	  Records,	  Proceedings,	  Vol.	  115,	  1969,	  pp.	  36060-­‐36155,	  36152.	  	  From:	  Roosevelt	  Study	  Centre,	  Middelburg.	  	  	  	  Mr.	  Mansfield,	  Congressional	  Records,	  May	  11,	  1971.	  	  In:	  United	  States	  Congressional	  Records,	  Proceedings,	  Vol	  117,	  1971,	  pp.	  14360-­‐14455,	  14399.	  	  From:	  Roosevelt	  Study	  Centre,	  Middelburg.	  	  	  	  Mr.	  King,	  Congressional	  Records,	  May	  11,	  1971.	  	  In:	  United	  States	  Congressional	  Records,	  Proceedings,	  Vol	  117,	  1971,	  pp.	  14360-­‐14455,	  14402-­‐14404.	  	  From:	  Roosevelt	  Study	  Centre,	  Middelburg.	  	  	  	  Mr.	  Talmadge,	  Congressional	  Records,	  May	  11,	  1971.	  In:	  United	  States	  Congressional	  Records,	  Proceedings,	  Vol	  117,	  1971,	  pp.	  14360-­‐14455,	  14406.	  From:	  Roosevelt	  Study	  Centre,	  Middelburg.	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Mr.	  Stennis,	  Congressional	  Records,	  May	  11,	  1971.	  	  In:	  United	  States	  Congressional	  Records,	  Proceedings,	  Vol	  117,	  1971,	  pp.	  14360-­‐14455,	  14412.	  From:	  Roosevelt	  Study	  Centre,	  Middelburg.	  	  	  	  Mr.	  Allott,	  Congressional	  Records,	  May	  12,	  1971.	  In:	  United	  States	  Congressional	  Records,	  Proceedings,	  Vol	  117,	  1971,	  pp.	  14648-­‐14743,	  14741.	  	  From:	  Roosevelt	  Study	  Centre,	  Middelburg.	  	  Mr.	  Scott,	  Congressional	  Records,	  May	  12,	  1971.	  In:	  United	  States	  Congressional	  Records,	  Proceedings,	  Vol	  117,	  1971,	  pp.	  14648-­‐14743,	  14742.	  	  From:	  Roosevelt	  Study	  Centre,	  Middelburg.	  	  	  Mr.	  Scott,	  Congressional	  Records,	  May	  19	  1971.	  In:	  United	  States	  Congressional	  Records,	  Proceedings,	  Vol	  117,	  1971,	  pp.	  15892-­‐15987,	  15899.	  	  From:	  Roosevelt	  Study	  Centre,	  Middelburg.	  	  	  Mr.	  Javits,	  Congressional	  Records,	  May	  19,	  1971.	  	  In:	  United	  States	  Congressional	  Records,	  Proceedings,	  Vol	  117,	  1971,	  pp.	  15892-­‐15987,	  15899.	  	  From:	  Roosevelt	  Study	  Centre,	  Middelburg.	  	  	  Mr.	  Hollings,	  Congressional	  Records,	  May	  19,	  1971.	  	  In:	  United	  States	  Congressional	  Records,	  Proceedings,	  Vol	  117,	  1971,	  pp.	  15892-­‐15987,	  15909.	  From:	  Roosevelt	  Study	  Centre,	  Middelburg.	  	  	  	  	  	  
	   91	  
Mr.	  Pearson,	  Congressional	  Records,	  May	  19,	  1971.	  In:	  United	  States	  Congressional	  Records,	  Proceedings,	  Vol	  117,	  1971,	  pp.	  15892-­‐15987,	  15940.	  From:	  Roosevelt	  Study	  Centre,	  Middelburg.	  	  	  Vote	  on	  the	  first	  Mansfield	  Amendment,	  Congressional	  Records,	  May	  19,	  1971.	  	  	  In:	  United	  States	  Congressional	  Records,	  Proceedings,	  Vol	  117,	  1971,	  pp.	  15892-­‐15987,	  15960.	  From:	  Roosevelt	  Study	  Centre,	  Middelburg.	  	  	  Mr.	  Bentsen,	  Congressional	  Records,	  September	  25,	  1973.	  	  	  In:	  United	  States	  Congressional	  Records,	  Proceedings,	  Vol	  119,	  1973,	  pp.	  31300-­‐31395,	  31313.	  	  From:	  Roosevelt	  Study	  Centre,	  Middelburg.	  	  	  Mr.	  Tower,	  Congressional	  Records,	  September	  26,	  1973.	  In:	  United	  States	  Congressional	  Records,	  Proceedings,	  Vol	  119,	  1973,	  pp.	  31492-­‐31587,	  31513.	  From:	  Roosevelt	  Study	  Centre,	  Middelburg.	  	  	  Mr.	  Javits,	  Congressional	  Records,	  September	  26,	  1973.	  	  In:	  United	  States	  Congressional	  Records,	  Proceedings,	  Vol	  119,	  1973,	  pp.	  31492-­‐31587,	  31567-­‐31568.	  From:	  Roosevelt	  Study	  Centre,	  Middelburg.	  	  	  Vote	  on	  the	  second	  Mansfield	  Amendment,	  Congressional	  Records,	  September	  26,	  1973.	  In:	  United	  States	  Congressional	  Records,	  Proceedings,	  Vol	  119,	  1973,	  pp.	  31492-­‐31587,	  31522,	  and	  31569.	  From:	  Roosevelt	  Study	  Centre,	  Middelburg.	  	  	  	  
